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impact prediction 
4.0 IMPACT PREDICTION 
4.1 Introduction to Impact Prediction 
Impact prediction in the ecological sciences is presently at a very 
crude stage of development. We know so little about which ecosystem 
disturbances are "natural", that it is nearly impossible to predict 
all but the grossest violations of natural balances. Serious, but 
less obvious impacts are easily overlooked on a site-specific basis, 
especially in instances where the impact is caused by' the cumulative 
effect of many interacting, low-level disturbances. For many links, 
it would almost seem desirable to allow ten (or some number of) uncer-
tain situations to equal one certain one. Or, perhaps, one in ten 
(or any number) identified "low impact" situations will actually turn 
out to be a severe impact, or vice versa. In Table 7-1, we have tried 
to give an approximation of our uncertainty in predicting basic types 
of impacts. Still, since the consequences are often more punitive for 
"underpredicting" an impact, we have perhaps more often "overpredicted", 
conscious of the fact that we were and needed to do so. 
Even if we did have solid quantitative data on first-order impacts, 
it still would be difficult to predict higher order impacts, and more 
importantly, to assign a significance to these. For instance, given 
the fact that a stream would receive 28 tons of sediment per year (and 
this figure itself was very approximate), we had to first estimate in 
our minds what stream turbidity condition this would create (again, 
site-specific data were lacking), then estimate what silt load the 
resident fishes could tolerate (another site-specific data gap), and 
finally, assign a significance value to the impact. Given the com-
plexity of this situation, we found it most expedient to compare 
sediment inputs for each link only against inputs shown for other 
links, and use this as the basis for assigning "high", "moderate", 
"low" categories, etc. Thus, impacts we designated as "high" might be 
seen by others as being insignificant, if the reader believes it is 
possible to compare with a larger universe rather than with the set of 
all links. 
4.2 IMPACTS ON VEGETATION 
4.2.1 Long-term Impacts on the Supportive Microclimate 
Apart from the obvious, short-term removal of vegetation, and the 
possible alteration of drainage as a result of construction activities, 
the long-term effects of powerline installations on the existing 
vegetation are related primarily to modification of site microclimate. 
Incoming solar radiation, air temperature near the ground, soil temp-
eratures, and surface windspeeds could all increase after the insulat-
ing plant cover is removed from the right-of-way. Extreme tempera-
tures could also be more frequent. For example, cold air could be 
channeled into the right-of-way by surrounding trees, possibly creat-
ing frost pockets on winter nights. Available soil moisture could 
also increase because plants would no longer intercept rainfall before 
it reached the ground or use it metabolically. 
4-1 
In a forest community, the primary energy exchange or "active" surface 
is the overhead canopy. That is to say, most of the net transfer of 
energy in the environment takes place at this interface. Solar radia-
tion is absorbed by the canopy, its temperature is elevated, and long-
wave (heat) energy is re-emitted to the sky above and to the ground 
below. At night, if there is no cloud cover to reflect the outgoing 
radiation, much of this heat energy is lost to space with a significant 
cooling effect near the top of the canopy. This causes the pronounced 
temperature fluctuations to take place. Under the canopy, however, 
there is a continual exchange of long-wave radiation from the ground to 
the canopy and back again. There is little net long-wave energy 
transfer (losses and gains nearly balance) and, therefore, considerably 
less diurnal temperature fluctuation in the understory. These rela-
tionships will, of course, be affected somewhat by differences in cover 
type and canopy closure. 
In addition to radiative energy exchange, the convective transfer of 
sensible and latent heat also takes place primarily at the canopy 
surface, where wind speeds are considerably greater than in the under-
story. The high rate of transpiration in the canopy, driven by the 
vapor concentration gradient between the leaf interstices and outside 
atmosphere, serves as an important energy sink (since approximately 
580 calories of heat energy are needed to evaporate 1 gram of water). 
The rate of energy transfer by this process is very much dependent 
upon the rate with which wind removes water vapor from the "boundary 
layer" of air in the canopy. Likewise, the transfer of warmer or 
colder air (sensible heat) from the surrounding areas is very much 
a function of wind speed. Beneath the forest canopy, air movement 
is greatly reduced and, hence, the rate of both sensible and latent 
energy transfer is lower. 
Removal of the forest canopy in clearing the right-of-way has the 
primary effect of lowering the active surface and, consequently, greatly 
altering the microclimate near the ground. The net effect of this 
action will depend in complex ways on both the orientation and width 
of the corridor. 
With the increased level of radiation absorption at ground level in 
the clearing, soil surface temperature will be raised significantly. 
This means that more heat will be conducted into the ground, the flux 
rate depending to some extent on the soil physical properties, including 
soil-moisture content. Removal of the poorly conducting litter layer 
would, for example, lessen the increase in surface temperature, but 
would increase heat conduction to lower depths. Increased soil tempera-
tures affect soil microbial activity, soil-water and nutrient mobility, 
root growth and absorption capacity, and seed germination. 
The increase in radiation absorption means also that daytime air tempera-
tures near the ground will be elevated. At night, however, long-wave 
radiation loss from the soil or vegetation surface to the atmosphere 
will result in rapid cooling of the air and, consequently, pronounced 
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diurnal fluctuations in air temperature, as was the case above the 
forest canopy. This depends to some extent, however, on the width of 
the corridor, since there will always be some long-wave energy gain 
to the active surface as a result of radiation from the surrounding 
taller vegetation. The greater the height/width ratio of the clearing, 
the greater will be the fraction of "view" that is not sky (cf. Herrington 
and Heisler, 1973) and, hence, the smaller the net long-wave loss from 
the clearing. In any event, air temperatures near the ground will tend 
to show greater diurnal fluctuations in the right-of-way than in the 
adjacent woods. 
Similarly, the increase in wind speed near the ground as a result of 
clearing will vary with the width of the corridor. Winds blowing 
parallel to the corridor will be reduced only slightly in the clearing, 
regardless of the height of the bordering vegetation, but where the 
height/width ratio of the clearing is high, winds blowing across the 
corridor will pass over the opening without affecting air movement at 
the ground level appreciably. For low height/width ratios, i.e. less 
than 1, the same wind blowing across the corridor will create eddies 
in the opening which will enhance convection. Herrington and Heisler 
(1973) suggest that as a general rule, winds blowing across the corridor 
will reach the ground with full force only when the width of the 
clearing is 5 to 7 times the height of the forest edge. Given the 
design assumptions for the Dickey-Lincoln transmission corridor (345 kv 
single and double circuits), height/width ratios range from a minimum 
of 0.3 at midspan to a maximum of 0.7 at the towers indicating that, 
for the most part, air movement in the corridor will be more turbulent 
due to eddie currents, but will be less effective than full force 
winds (above the forest canopy) in transferring heat to or from the 
ground surface. 
The net effect of these complex interactions will be a decided change 
in the site microclimate after clearing the right-of-way. The 
inescapable consequence will be a shift in competitive balance which, 
with time, will bring about a shift in species composition, and 
possibly a change in cover type. That vegetation changes will occur 
within the corridor itself, as a result of these microclimate modifi-
cations, is a foregone conclusion. The question which must be addressed, 
however, is how far into forest edge might these changes be expected to 
affect the vegetation? 
According to Herrington and Heisler (1973) changes in the soil-air 
temperature profile do not extend into or greatly influence the forest, 
nor does the reverse occur. These conclusions are drawn from studies 
showing that the microclimatic influence of city parks does not extend 
appreciably beyond the boundaries of the park. Raynor (1971), however, 
showed that with winds directed into a forest edge, the air movement 
near the ground was nearly as great as that at the top of the canopy 
for a distance of up to 20 m. Given in addition even a slight increase 
in solar radiation at ground level inside the forest edge C a function 
of solar angle and orientation of the corridor), it is not unreasonable 
to assume that under some conditions the microclimate of the undisturbed 
forest will be affected for a distance of up to 10 or 20 meters from the 
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edge. The net effect on the vegetation, however, would probably vary 
with cover type. Those communities in which there is normally a great 
attenuation of radiation and wind under the canopy, e.g., dense 
spruce-fir or cedar cover types, would be susceptible to the greatest 
changes. On the other hand, these changes could be offset in a relatively 
short period of time by successful regeneration of these species, creating 
an effective screen at the forest edge. 
It follows from the foregoing discussion that a right-of-way through 
non-forested vegetation will usually have little effect on the community 
outside of the actual construction areas (tower sites) and access roads. 
Since all communities are not affected equally, we deemed it appropriate 
to try to rate them according to their general susceptibility to dis-
turbance based on their successional status and inherent stability, 
as discussed under "community characteristics". This rating scheme 
(Table 4-1) anticipates the maximum potential impact of the right-of-way 
clearing, and takes into account not only the projected effects of 
microclimatic changes just discussed, but also the possible effects of 
soil compaction and drainage alteration as this relates to residual 
soil-moisture levels and the trophic status of the site, an especially 
important consideration in the case of the wetland communities. The 
probable direction of change, i.e. succeeding community, is also given. 
While actual changes in the vegetation adjacent to the maintained 
right-of-way may be minimal and confined to a narrow border area, these 
changes may in special cases pose a definite threat to rare plant 
species or uncommon habitat types. 
All vegetation within the cleared and maintained right-of-way will 
undergo significant change. Where grass cover is established on access 
roads and tower sites, it may persist for a considerable length of 
time, successfully resisting invasion by trees and shrubs (cf. Richards, 
1973). Where the right-of-way is maintained by broadcast spraying, a 
totally different community may succeed, noticeably devoid of perennial 
herbs and composed mostly of herbicide resistant grasses, sedges, and 
woody shrubs (Carvell, 1973; Bramble and Byrnes, 1973). Species that 
spread most rapidly on broadcast-sprayed rights-of-way are those 
which proliferate vegetatively by rhizones or root sprouts. In our 
area, these may include a number of perennial grasses, several genera 
in the Cyperaceae (but most noticeably Carex spp.), ferns such as 
Dennstaedtia punctilobula, Dryopteris noveboracensis, and Pteridium 
aquilinum, the shrub Spirea latifolia, and commonly the herb Epilobium 
angustifolium. Spring wildflowers which complete their life cycle 
before the spraying season may also be abundant, except where the 
persistant chemical "picloram" is used (Carvell 1973). 
Selective or basal spraying, on the other hand, has only a limited 
impact on species composition, its primary effect being only to hold 
the vegetation in a continuously regenerating or early successional 
stage. In our area this means, even for the spruce-fir cover type, 
a preponderance of relatively intolerant early successional hardwoods 
as described and listed previously. 
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/TABLE 4-1. Maximum Potential Impact of Proposed Construction and Maintenance 
Activities on Existing Vegetation Immediately Adjacent to Cleared 
Right-of-Way. 
(Numbers 1 to 3 indicate low to high susceptability to disturbance, 
respectively, with 0 indicating no effect. See page 2-3 for key to 
cover type codes). 
Cover Type 
Susceptability 
to Alteration of 
Microclimate 
Susceptability to 
Soil Compaction and 
Drainage Alteration 
Probable Direction 
of Change 
SWM 3 2 SHM or SWR 
SWR 1 2 MR 
PNM 3 2 HSM 
PNR 1 2 MR 
CS 3 3 SWM (swamp) 
SHM 2 1 incr. in less tolerent spp. 
HSM 2 1 incr. in less tolerant spp. 
MR 1 1 incr. in less tolerant spp. 
PB 1 1 MR 
HWM 2 2 incr. in less tolerant spp. or HS 
HWR 1 1 incr. in less tolerant spp. or HS 
RAF 0 1 no change 
BG 0 3 M or SP 
M 0 3 SP 
SP 3 3 B or SWM J 
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4.2.2 Impacts Resulting from Creating a Corridor 
The new, continuous powerline corridor might help some adventive "weedy" 
species gradually spread into remote areas where they do not now occur. 
However, these species have little competitive advantage outside of the 
disturbance community of the right-of-way, and thus are very unlikely to 
spread into native plant communities beyond the right of way corridor. 
4.2.3 Impacts from Ozone Generation 
Ozone is a major component of the photochemical air pollution-oxidant 
complex and is known to be extremely toxic to a wide range of plant 
species. One source of ozone is believed to be high-voltage electrical 
transmission lines and substations. 
Preliminary studies conducted at Oak Ridge National Laboratory indicate 
that concentration directly beneath transmission lines may approach 
1 - 2 ppb (Kitchings et al. 1974). This figure is extremely questionable 
due to present limitations of the measuring instruments. At any rate, 
the deleterious effects on plants directly beneath the lines and 
adjacent to the corridors, which could be affected by chronic exposure 
to ozone drift, have not been identified, but they are probably insig-
nificant. 
4.2.4 Impacts from Increased Snowmobile Traffic 
If the powerline right-of-way serves as a new trail for snowmobile 
users, as is expected to happen, any delicate plants on the right-
of-way could be adversely impacted. Impacts will be greatest near 
those miles which presently are crossed by snowmobiles, as shown in the 
link tables"Existing Environment: Qualitative Summary" (p. 3-98 ff). 
In northern Minnesota, Wanek (1973) found that the impact varies wi^h 
the severity of the winter, the depth of snow accumulation, the inten-
sity of snowmobile traffic, and the susceptibility of the organism to 
injury, caused by cold temperatures or physical contact. 
His three years of data, much of it collected on powerline rights-of-way, 
clearly established that temperatures beneath snow compacted by snow-
mobiles are significantly colder than those under undisturbed snow 
cover. Colder soil temperatures retarded soil microbe activity in 
the spring, but he noted that this is probably not biologically signi-
ficant because these decay organisms rebound very quickly once the soil 
warms. The growth of early spring flowers was retarded, and their 
reproductive success was reduced where snowmobiles traveled. Many 
herbs with massive underground storage organs, alfalfa included, were 
winter-killed in the modified environment under snowmobile tracks. 
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TABLE 4-2. Damage to White Spruce, Picea glauca Saplings 
jected to Light, Moderate and Heavy Snowmobile 
Traffic (From Wanek 1973) 
Sub-
Number of Saplings 
Treatment 
No Visible 
Damage 
Some 
Damage 
Heavy 
Damage 
Dead 
Trees Total 
Control 121 13 0 1 135 
Light 
Traffic 22 74 16 2 114 
Moderate 
Traffic 3 42 72 1 118 
Heavy 
Traffic 1 21 71 25 118 
Total 147 150 . 159 29 485 J 
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TABLE 4-3. The Effects of Varying Intensities of Snowmobile Traffic 
Over a 2-year Period on the Populations of Deciduous Tree 
Saplings on a Powerline Right-of-Way (from Wanek 1973) 
Control 50 Trips 100 Trips 150 Trips 
Total 
diff. 
Species 
No. 
1971 
diff. 
71-73 
No. 
1971 
diff. 
71-73 
No,, 
1971 
diff. 
71-73 
No. 
1971 
diff. 
71-73 
(treated 
plots) 
Acer 
saccharum 0 0 9 +16 2 +4 0 0 +20 
Betula 
papyrifera 14 +8 3 0 2 +5 104 -11 -6 
Populus 
grandidentata 0 0 5 -1 0 +1 71 -71 -71 
Populus 
tremuloides 25 +12 25 -1 38 +21 0 +42 +62 
Quercus 
borealis 42 +4 1 -1 79 +86 37 +62 +147 
Quercus 
y^^macrocarpa 0 0 0 +4 22 -21 0 0 '"J 
TABLE 4-4. The Effects of Varying Intensities of Snowmobile Traffic 
Over a 2-year Period on the Populations of Shrubs on a 
Powerline Right-of-Way (From Wanek 1973) 
Control 50 Trips 100 Trips 150 Trips Total diff. 
No. diff. No. diff. No. diff. No. diff. for treated 
Species 1971 71-73 1971 71-73 1971 71-73 1971 71-73 plots 
Amelanchier 
alnifolia 38 3 153 + 24 91 + 57 95 + 72 + 147 
Ceanothus 
ovatus 31 + 11 55 + 2 8 + 6 36 + 10 + 18 
Cornus 
stolonifera 1 + 3 0 0 67 + 41 0 0 + 41 
Corylus 
americana 1411 + 387 923 40 1094 + 112 793 + 224 + 376 
Diervilla 
lonicera 4 + 52 41 + 15 109 + 22 124 + 166 + 203 
Prunus 
pennsylvanica 37 + 20 29 + 83 52 + 135 20 + 93 + 311 
Prunus 
virgianana 54 2 60 + 50 0 + 43 118 + 17 + 110 
Rhus 
radicans 123 + 95 90 + 13 86 + 38 47 + 55 + 106 
Rosa 
blanda 343 + 66 521 - 25 218 + 42 228 + 106 + 12 3 
Rubus 
occidentalis 36 + 100 91 + 159 116 + 76 80 + 145 + 380 
Rubus 
striqosus 908 + 924 300 + 370 1910 +2420 320 +1007 +3797 
Salix 
humilis 51 + 13 51 + 5 20 - 11 145 + 58 + 52 
Symphoricarpos 
occidentalis 448 + 170 207 - 21 404 + 227 425 + 112 + 318 
Vaccinium 
^ ^ anqustifolium 532 + 248 105 + 1 73 + 42 327 + 151 + 194 J 
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TABLE 4-5. The Effects of Varying Intensities of Snowmobile Traffic 3ver 
a 2-year Period on the Populations of Selected Herbs on a 
Powerline Right-of-Way (From Wanek 1973) 
Species 
No. 
1971 
diff. 
71-72 
No. 
1972 
diff. 
72-73 
No. 
1973 
diff. 
71-73 
Agastache 
foeniculum 22 + 16 38 + 1 39 + 17(+77.3%) 
Apocynum 
androsaemifolium 42 - 3 40 + 20 60 + 17(+39.5%) 
Aralia 
nudicaulis 16 - 6 10 - 2 8 - 8(-50.0%) 
Aster 
cordifolius 175 - 30 145 - 27 118 - 57(-32.6%) 
Aster 
leavis 57 - 20 37 - 11 26 - 31(-54.4%) 
Equisetum 
hyemale 92 - 4 88 + 4 92 0 
Helianthus 
tuberosus 20 - 6 14 + 12 26 + 6(+30.0%) 
Lysimachia 
ciliata 139 - 30 109 - 57 52 - 87(-62.6%) 
Maianthemum 
canadense 286 +153 439 -137 302 + 16(+ 5.6%) 
Pteridium 
aquilinum 94 - 45 49 + 31 80 - 14(-14.9%) 
Smilacina 
stellata 51 + 38 89 - 26 63 + 12(+23„5%) 
Thalictrum 
dioicum 
V 
17 + 13 30 + 29 59 + 42(+247.1%) J 
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TABLE 4-6. The Effects of Varying Intensities of Snowmobile Traffic on 
the Populations of Common Bog Herbs and Shrubs (From Wanek 1973) 
Control Light Medium Heavy 
Species 
No. 
1972 
diff. 
1973 
No. 
1972 
diff. 
1973 
No. 
1972 
diff. 
1973 
No. 
1972 
diff. 
1973 
Andromeda 
glaucophylla 60 + 21 118 - 30 92 - 6 80 + 3 
Betula 
pumila 63 + 9 36 + 1 42 - 3 44 + 14 
Chamaedaphne 
calyculata 186 + 24 261 + 11 207 0 167 - 14 
Kalmia 
polifolia 94 + 33 66 + 16 56 - 3 68 - 12 
Sarracina 
purpurea 240 + 40 220 0 245 - 26 337 - 34 
Sedge (Carex 
& Eriophorum) 240 +140 241 + 85 2 79 - 23 259 + 31 
Vaccinium 
oxycoccus 
v 
202 + 14 348 - 34 126 -126 668 -276 J 
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In summary, although snowmobile traffic on rights-of-way can be bene-
ficial by reducing the stature of woody vegetation and thus affording 
a sort of vegetation maintenance, any delicate plants (e.g., most 
native herbs) that manage to survive the right-of-way microclimate 
could be killed by snowmobile traffic. 
4.3 Impacts on Terrestrial Wildlife 
4.3.1 Introduction 
By applying the concepts of the study of wildlife habitat, impacts of 
the construction and operation of the proposed action upon the terres-
trial fauna of Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont may be examined. To 
serve as habitat, an area must offer places suitable for feeding, hiding, 
resting, sleeping, and raising young (Leopold, 1933). 
Impacts upon individual species will vary according to the particular 
species' requirements, and upon the degree to which the area surrounding 
the proposed route is meeting them. Several possibilites exist for 
impact. 
Firstly, adverse impact would be caused by destroying or altering por-
tions of habitat that a particular species requires for feeding, hiding, 
resting, sleeping and/or raising young. 
Secondly, a species may benefit if opportunities for feeding, hiding, 
resting, sleeping, and/or raising young are created by the proposed action. 
Finally, a species may remain unaffected if needed habitat is neither 
created nor destroyed. Moreover, the wildlife species may remain unaf-
fected if some other type of habitat, not altered by the proposed action, 
is controlling the size of the wildlife population. 
In the following pages, we have discussed (first) the general types of 
activities associated with powerlines that can impact wildlife, and 
(secondly), impacts specific to particular species or groups of species 
that are generally considered to be of high interest. Expected impacts 
to all wildlife species occurring in the region are shown in Table 4-6. 
4.3.2 Direct Construction-Related Impacts 
Wildlife species whose principal habitat consists of forested areas, 
including some with populations presently declining because of loss 
of this habitat, will be the species most adversely impacted by the 
clearing of forested land (Thomas 1975). In many cases, the impact 
may be slight, though long term, due to the abundance of forested land 
along the route. For other species, the right-of-way may cross areas 
that serve as critical concentration areas or reproductive sites, in 
which case a more severe, long term impact may result. Moreover, the 
clearing of right-of-way areas may serve to aid in creating discontinous 
habitat types, or habitat islands, detrimental to certain species of 
wildlife (Whitcomb 1977). This impact could be cumulative with similar 
alterations occurring in the surrounding region. 
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On the other hand, forested areas subjected to cutting may exhibit a 
natural succession that may be beneficial to specific wildlife species. 
Although the length of time needed by sites for successional phases is 
related to site specific information, researchers have compiled data 
that can be used as very general guidelines. Bramble and Byrnes 
(1955, 1972, 1974, 19761 found that, for a powerline constructed in 
central Pennsylvania through oak forested region, woody shrub, mixed 
herbaceous plants, sedge-grass, and bracken fern cover began developing 
within the right-of-way within one year of clearing. Wildlife utilization, 
using deer as an indicator species, began to increase in the fourth 
year following the construction of that powerline. Byrd (1956), in a 
study of plant and animal succession in Virginia, found herbacious 
plants that produce wildlife food developing within the first five 
years after abandonment. Shrubby growth began to measurably develop 
in the sixth year, producing significant cover and food for some wild-
life. Other studies, more applicable to the northern New England region, 
have shown that clearcutting strips 132 feet wide increased the amount 
of forage for some wildlife species (Rinaldi 1970)• Thomas (1975) post-
ulated generally that herbaceous wildlife habitat develops within one 
to five years after disturbance of a site, while shrubby wildlife habi-
tat develops from six to ten years after site disturbance. 
The number of wildlife species, or an index of species diversity, have been 
utilized to examine impacts of powerlines upon wildlife populations. 
In New Hampshire, Cavanagh, Olson, and Macrigeanis (1976) found the 
total number of wildlife species utilizing a recently constructed 
powerline was greater than the number of wildlife species utilizing 
adjacent forested areas. In northern Maine, a species diversity index 
calculated for small mammals utilizing disturbed areas adjacent to 
highways was greater than species diversity values of small mammals in 
adjacent, altered areas (Palman 1977). Bird populations in Tennessee, 
however, showed a reverse trend with respect to a powerline, in that 
species diversity was greater in forest communities than in powerline 
rights-of-way (Anderson, Mann, and Shugart 1977). The highest species 
diversity was noted in a right-of-way 100 feet wide, as compared to 
rights-of-way both narrower and wider. 
Other potential terrestrial wildlife habitats, including fields, aban-
doned fields, and forest regeneration, will be impacted to a lesser 
degree by clearing and construction operations necessary to build the 
powerline. Since natural succession in these areas is in its earlier 
stages, impacts from construction may consist of fewer long term 
effects when compared to forested regions. In the short term, however, 
wildlife populations may be adversely impacted until vegetation is 
restored to the site. Leopold (1933) commented on the importance of 
these types of vegetation by stating that a majority of game species 
are associated with an interspersion of the early and intermediate 
stages of plant succession. Earlier successional stages are also 
utilized by a wide variety of nongame wildlife (Thomas 1975). 
A third type of habitat, wetlands, may be impacted. Biologists in Maine 
noted that alteration of wetland habitat by powerlines may be caused by 
filling or other alteration to provide bases for towers and poles, or 
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by constructing roadbed for equipment construction or maintenance of the 
line (Anon. 1976). These operations, as well as the use of heavy equip-
ment, may contribute to permanent destruction of communities, either from 
erosion, drainage alternation, or compaction of plant wetland (see Section 
4.2.1). Moreover, an unknown behavioral impact on waterfowl may cause wet-
land areas under powerlines to become unacceptable for waterfowl use. 
In addition to these impacts upon wildlife populations, the generation 
of noise and dust may cause some wildlife to abandon habitats and/or 
restrict movements on or adjacent to construction activities (see also 
page 2-5). For the most part, the impact will be short term, though if 
reproductive habitat is temporarily abandoned, local impact upon follow-
ing seasons' wildlife populations may result. 
4.3.3 Operation-Related Impacts 
4.3.3.1 Impacts from Increased Interspersion 
Beneficial Impacts 
The frequent interspersion of varying cover is widely believed to enhance 
the area's value to wildlife (Leopold 1933). This interspersion creates 
ecotones or "edges", and these act synergistically to enhance both the 
value of the forest and the value of the open land (defined for purposes 
of this discussion as vegetative cover less than 30 feet tall). 
Edges provide many species with food and dense cover in close associa-
tion. Forest species may visit the edge because it can provide a source 
of food not available in the forest, including insects, herbacious vege-
tation, some species of woody browse, berries and others. Open-land 
species may visit the edge because it can provide escape cover, shelter, 
and productive cover. Therefore, edges are usually diverse and productive 
habitats (Leopold 1933). VThere edges form a wavy, irregular pattern, both 
horizontally and vertically, the area of the edge is maximized. However, 
the effect of any increase in the amount of edge will ultimately depend 
on the existing balance between food and cover in a specific local area, 
and data are lacking in this regard. 
As noted in Section 4.3.2 (page 4-11), the regeneration habitat created by 
the powerline right-of-way, the edge associated with it, and the edge 
associated with access roads, will usually benefit wildlife diversity 
and productivity. This effect will be most noticeable in regions which 
are mostly forested, but it is very species-specific (analysis of edge 
effects is presented on a species basis in Table 4-7). 
Adverse Impacts 
Recent discussion in theoretical ecology have focused on the possibility 
that some kinds of edges, in some situations, are not as beneficial as 
was once thought. Many ecologists (e.g. Whitcomb 1977, Galli et al. 
1976) feel that serious fragmentation of large blocks of forest habitat 
by clearing surrounding land can lead to a long-term loss of species in 
these blocks. Fragmentation creates "habitat islands", and bird 
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species which breed on these forest islands tend to be plagued with 
more egg predators, brood parasites, and non-native nest-hole compe-
titors (Whitconb et al. 1976). Most vulnerable are ground-nesting and 
hole-nesting species, and neo-tropical migrants (e.g., warblers and 
flycatchers). 
The connection between forest fragmentation and diversity loss is at 
present still very tenuous in terms of experimental validation. We know 
little about how small an "island" may become before it begins to lose 
species, or, similarly, how wide the "ocean" of cleared land around it 
must become to effectively isolate it. Some preliminary evidence 
suggests that forest "islands" of less than 400 acres (and certainly 
those less than 5Q acres) are relatively depauperate of species unless 
they are connected to larger tracts of forest by a corridor of forest 
habitat (MacClintock et al. , 19.76) . In one case, construction of an 
interstate highway initially reduced bird populations in adjacent up-
land oak forest to about 40% of the previous average; 3-5 years later 
breeding density had recovered to only 55% of the original popula-
tion density, and to 84% of the original number of breeding species 
(.Harris and Eschmeyer 19.761. 
Few implications for the Dickey-Lincoln powerline can be drawn from 
such "island biogeographic" studies, because experimental evidence of 
these effects is still inadequate. Still, we should weigh the slight 
possibility that the 150-ft. wide powerline right-of-way and access 
roads might be sufficiently wide to isolate some forest tracts into 
"islands". The cumulative effect of this impact could be great. 
It would be most likely to occur in areas having a high percentage 
of fields, such as in western Vermont. Other considerations being 
equal, fields in these areas should be preferred over forest when 
deciding on exact routing of the right-of-way. In future studies, 
airphoto data for a wider area (perhaps extending up to 10 miles on 
either side of each proposed route) should be made available so that 
"habitat islands" may be better defined. 
4.3.3.2 Impacts Resulting from Creating a Habitat Corridor 
By creating a continuous 150-foot wide strip of predominantly regenerat-
ing habitat over a three-state area, the proposed powerline right-of-way 
will provide a corridor that will enhance the dispersal of many species. 
Increased dispersal of some species will allow increased genetic mixing 
of their populations. This will benefit many species while others may 
4-22A 
suffer adverse impacts. Oxley et al. (1974) found that roadways inhibit 
the movements of small forest mammals. This impact did not necessarily 
depend on traffic volume or type of road surface, but appeared to be 
most closely related to the width of the right-of-way. The authors sug-
gest that "if large gene pools are important to the survival of popu-
lations of animals living under 'harsh' environmental conditions, road-
ways may have important effects on these populations due to fragmentation 
of gene pools". 
Predators like the fox and the coyote will probably follow the edge in 
the course of their daily hunting patterns, and several kinds of hawks 
(especially the accipiters) may find favorable perches and plentiful 
food supplies. However, where it crosses roads, the powerline could 
serve to conduct some species (especially birds) into the path of 
highway traffic. This impact is speculative and expected to be small 
in magnitude and extent. 
In portions of the region that now have few clearings amid the forest, 
the route will serve to connect some of these with clearings present in 
more open regions. By creating this corridor, the northward range expansion 
of several wildlife species adapted to early successional stages would be 
enhanced. These species include indigo buntings, field sparrows, and 
brown thrashers. They could compete with species now inhabiting the 
(forested) region, creating an adverse impact on these species, but at 
present this impact can only be speculative, and at any rate would pro-
bably be restricted to the right-of-way itself. 
Of special concern is the possibility of encouraging the spread of the 
brown-headed cowbird, an open-land species that parasitizes the nests of 
many woodland species. In many cases where a nearly continuous path of 
open land has connected existing agricultural lands with remote clear-
ings, the cowbird has moved in and may have caused a decline in forest 
bird species and numbers (Mayfield 1977). The cowbird is presently 
not common in the interior forests of Tlaine, and the chances of the 
powerline corridor causing it to increase in this area are not great so 
long as vegetation remains at shrub height or higher. If the cowbird 
does gain a hold in the region, impacts upon songbird populations could 
be serious. The region is probably the most important area in the United 
States for nesting warblers and vireos, and these groups are the most 
vulnerable to cowbird parasitism. 
The dispersal of starlings into the region might also be encouraged by 
the presence of a continuous open-land corridor. Although starlings 
would compete with native woodpeckers, bluebirds and other hole-nesting 
birds, the chances of a significant dispersal occurring as a result of 
the powerline habitat are slight, so long as the right-of-way is main-
tained at shrub height or higher. 
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4.3.3.3 Vegetative Maintenance Considerations 
Vegetation maintenance will result in alteration of wildlife habitat, 
but this impact will depend on which of a multitude of vegetation manage-
ment practices is chosen. Broadcast spraying of herbicides, selective 
spraying of herbicides to basal or foliar areas of plants, hand or 
mechanical cutting of vegetation, and planting other vegetation, as well 
as combinations and variations of the above, are all options for mainte-
nance. 
Broadcast spraying techniques cause the most severe impact on wildlife, 
when compared to other alternatives of vegetation management CEgler 1953, 
1957). In New Hampshire, a powerline subjected to herbicide treatment 
for over thirty years proved to be less productive for wildlife (using 
tabulated counts of total observations of wildlife as well as the number 
of species observed) than adjacent forested areas, when these areas were 
censused for wildlife using controlled methods (Cavannagh, Olson, and 
Macrigeanis 1976). Bramble and Byrnes (1972, 1974) have also concluded 
that the broadcast spraying of 2, 4-D and 2,4,5-T on a powerline right-
of-way in central Pennsylvania produced the least amount of wildlife 
habitat when compared to several other procedures for right-of-way vege-
tation management, and resulted in greatly reduced utilization of these 
areas by game species. Carvell (1976) concluded that broadcast spraying 
of 2,4-D and 2,4,5-T, when used regularly, results in the elimination 
or reduction of abundance of many woody plants, some of which are of 
high value as wildlife food and cover. 
In contrast, maintenance operations that involve selectively controlling 
only the vegetation expected to interfere with powerline operations 
can have a positive effect on some kinds of wildlife CEgler 1953, 1957; 
Arner 1977). Bramble and Byrnes (1972, 1974, 1976) found that utilization 
by deer and small game of powerline areas selectively sprayed with 
herbicides was greater than with other treatments. Gysel C1962) also 
concluded that food and cover not available on adjacent lands in 
Michigan were present on a selectively herbicided powerline right-of-way. 
Mayer (.1976) found that browse within a powerline area was more 
heavily utilized than browse in adjacent, unimpacted woods, and 
habitat for upland game birds was qualitatively better within the 
powerline areas than within nearby abandoned field areas. Vegetation 
maintenance by hand or mechanical means would eliminate possible risks 
of using toxic herbicides, but would, perhaps, subject wildlife to 
more prolonged and frequent disturbance. 
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4.3.3.4 Other Operation-related Impacts 
In addition to operation-related impacts caused by vegetation management, 
the proposed action may have other impacts upon wildlife populations, 
other impacts include disturbance caused by increased human activity 
and off-road vehicle traffic, existence of powerline structures 
serving to cause avoidance by some species of wildlife, the collision 
of birds with wires, and a possibility of physiological damage to 
wildlife due to exposure within electrical fields. 
The impact of increased human activity and off-road vehicle traffic on 
wildlife may range from beneficial to detrimental, depending on the 
amount of activity, its proximity to wildlife population, the particu-
lar wildlife species, and the habits of the people. More over, game 
species and fur bearers may be subjected to increased harvest pressure. 
Powerline structures could serve as barriers to movement for a few mammals 
very sensitive to human disturbance (Palman 1977). Also, powerlines may 
cause wetland habitat to be avoided by nesting waterfowl (Anon. 1976). 
A potential exists for a small number of birds to collide with the wires 
or towers of the powerline. This potential varies between species, and 
is treated on a species specific basis in Table 4-7. 
Evidence of impacts resulting from exposure of living things to electro-
magnetic fields has come from Russia, where powerline workers complained 
of illness due to large doses of electromagnetic radiation (Young 
1976). Many conflicting opinions remain in the judgement of the 
significance of this impact on laboratory animals and humans (Bankoske, 
Graves, and McKee 1976), and information is even more sparse concerning 
wildlife species. Larkin and Sutherland C1977) found that migrating 
birds changed direction in response to the field from a large alternat-
ing-current antenna system. The implications of these findings for the 
present study are unknown, but are expected to be insignificant. 
Powerlines have been used by birds of prey for perching, resulting in 
electrocution. This occurs when birds simultaneously touch both the 
ground wire and a wire that is conducting current. Electrocution, how-
ever, has only been a problem on poles where ground wires are suffix 
ciently close to live wires to permit birds to touch both, and is 
mainly a problem when only one pole is used for a tower CHannum, 
Anderson, and Nelson 1974). The steel tower or two-pole designs 
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proposed for use by the powerline would eliminate this possibility, 
if in fact, they are used. Electrocution of large perching birds is 
perhaps a lesser possibility than in western areas, where a deficit of 
perches makes powerline poles considerably more attractive. 
4.3.4 Net Result of Impacts 
A few wildlife species that are primarily associated with unbroken mature 
forests could suffer long-term population declines as a result of the pro-
posed action. In many cases, this impact may be local in extent and minor 
in significance. However, the impact will act cumulatively with any other 
future development in the vicinity. In addition, it may take longer to 
create and manage replacement habitat of these wildlife species of mature 
woodlands. These species include many species of nongame birds, as well 
as those mammals adapted to woodland conditions. 
Wildlife species inhabiting wetlands may suffer long-term impact if 
sufficient erosion and siltation causes plant communities in wetlands 
to change, thereby altering wetland habitat. Siltation can harm the 
food source of fish-eating species, but can change wetland plant com-
munities in ways either beneficial or detrimental to aquatic plants 
important to waterfowl and moose. Since the supply of wetlands on the 
North American continent is dwindling (Aus 1969), any negative impact 
to wetlands is significant. Species affected may include waterfowl, 
other waterbirds, some furbearers, and moose. 
Disturbance during construction and disturbance caused by the existence 
of man-made structures may cause a few species of mammals to abandon 
habitat and/or refuse to cross the right-of-way. Some waterfowl may also 
abandon otherwise suitable habitat due to disturbance. 
On the other hand, wildlife adapted to earlier successional stages may 
be benefitted in the long-term by creation of habitat, although their 
habitat may be destroyed in the short-term. These impacts will depend 
on site-specific characteristics along the route which influence plant 
succession, as well as procedures used to control vegetation. 
In general, a potential for beneficial impacts on most species exists 
in the creation of interspersion of cover, and edge effect. Leopold 
(1933:128) stated that a wildlife population on any given piece of land 
depends not only on its environmental types or composition, but also on 
the interspersion of these types in relation to the cruising radius of 
the species. 
Impacts beneficial to some wildlife species, and adverse to others, may 
cause a host of other secondary impacts. Balances between competing 
species may be altered if habitat is altered, favoring one species 
over another. Predator-prey relationships may also be altered by causing 
changes in the availability of prey, or the access of predators to prey. 
The spread of wildlife diseases may be fostered with the provision of a 
habitat corridor (see 4.3.3.2), or hindered by the creation of a barrier 
to movement. Other special relationships (e.g., increased predation of 
cowbirds upon nests of other species) may be fostered or hindered. 
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TABLE 4-7. Status of All Terrestrial Vertebrates Inhabiting the Region, 
and Impact of the Powerline Upon Them. 
In this table we have tried to predict impacts resulting from creation 
of the right-of-way, increased disturbance, and collision. The species 
listed here are the same ones listed in the table "Habitat Preferences 
of All Species" (Table 3-12). 
Scarcity of each species is rated as follows: R - rare, U = uncommon, 
FC = fairly common, C = common, A = abundant. We assigned no numerical 
value to these terms. They are meant only to be relative, i.e. "common" 
for a species of hawk means common relative only to other hawks; 
actual numbers may be only one-tenth those of a "common" songbird. 
Since abundance varies greatly in the region, we gave only the maximum 
abundance, e.g., although the ruby-crowned kinglet is listed as fairly 
common, this is true only in northern Maine — elsewhere it is uncommon 
or rare. 
Geographic Trends. Species designated "N" increase in a northerly and/ 
or easterly direction along the route. "S" species increase in a south-
westerly direction. Species designated "-" show no marked geographic 
trend. 
Seasonal Occurrence. An "X" indicates presence at that season. A 
circled "X" indicates substantially higher numbers at that season. 
Although most songbirds increase during spring and fall migration, 
we did not indicate this. A parenthesized "X" indicates substantially 
lower numbers at that season. 
Impact Categories: Impacts are rated as follows: 
0 = no identifiable impact on habitat 
L = low or slight impact 
M = moderate impact on habitat 
H - high impact on habitat 
S = severe or very high impact on habitat 
+ = positive impact on habitat 
- = adverse impact on habitat 
Since impact prediction in the ecological sciences is still very hazard-
ous (see section 4.1), we presented only the most extreme level of 
impact that could conceivably occur, such as by crossing the most 
critical habitats at the most critical seasons. Additionally, under 
the heading "Uncertainty" we elucidated our confidence in our estimate 
(L = low uncertainty/high confidence, M = moderately uncertain, H = 
highly uncertain/low confidence). Uncertainty was evaluated in terms 
of adequacy of biological data, design or location data, or insufficient 
knowledge/experience with analogous situations. Uncertainty was espe-
cially high for herptiles and small mammals. 
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Impacts on food and impacts on cover are usually the two crucial kinds 
of impacts that can occur to a species. Changes we indicate can mean 
a change in the amount, availability, and/or suitability of the food or 
cover. "Cover" is used in a broad sense to include suitable nesting 
sites, perches, den sites, etc. All impacts assumed the current presence 
of a mature forest. Short-term impacts within the right-of-way assumed 
a condition of increased barren ground, piled slash, and grasses — 
somewhat resembling the "other fields" cover type. Long-term impacts 
within the right-of-way assumed that vegetation could grow to the great-
est height allowable, thus resembling typical forest regeneration stages, 
but with few snags. Long-term impacts adjacent to the right-of-way 
assumed an increased layer of herbaceous and shrubby vegetation in 
the adjacent forest within 20 feet of the edge, and increased wind 
damage to trees along the edge. 
Disturbance impact during construction was assumed to be of higher 
intensity but shorter duration than disturbance impact after construc-
tion. Collision hazard was assumed to be greatest among large birds, 
birds that concentrate along narrow migration routes (e.g., many water-
birds) , and breeding birds having nocturnal aerial display. It was 
assumed to be least among relatively sedentary, ground-dwelling, non-
migratory species (e.g., grouse). 
Probable Net Change weighs all the impacts on food and cover, and comes 
up with an overall prediction which takes into account the fact that 
some species are limited in our region more by food than by cover, or 
vice versa. 
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4.3.5 Species-Specific Impacts 
White-tailed deer COdocoileus Virginianus) 
Deer may both gain and lose habitat as a result of the proposed action. 
Principal mechanisms for impact include the destruction or alteration of 
deer wintering areas, and the gain of food resources and non-wintering 
habitat. 
Dickenson and Garland (1974) emphasized the potential for impact upon deer 
wintering areas in Vermont by stating that the quality and quantity of 
winter range are limiting factors that affect the Vermont deer herd. 
Moreover, they stated that in certain areas, less than ten percent of 
the normal annual range serves as winter range, and that this winter 
range is necessary for the survival of deer populations. Finally, they 
stated that wintering areas could be destroyed or carrying capacities 
severely reduced by man's activities. Although quantitative figures 
expressed by Dickenson and Garland (1974) may vary between states 
and along routes, the important point is that these areas are limited, 
and necessary for deer survival. 
Some fifty-nine recognized deer wintering areas are crossed by the 
midline of the proposed route, and 802 acres of these will be altered 
in the process of constructing the right-of-way. An additional twenty-
two recognized deer yards are crossed by the corridors of the proposals, 
and an unknown number and acreage of deer wintering areas will be 
crossed by powerline access roads. 
Since use of areas by deer for wintering may vary from year to year 
(K. Stevens, pers. comr.i.) recognized deer wintering areas shown as adjacent 
to the corridor may actually be on the route at the time of construction, 
while some areas now shown as being on the route will be off it. Since 
deer wintering areas (at least in Maine) are usually situated in low-
lying areas, and in proximity to brooks or streams, deer wintering 
areas lying along brooks near the proposed right-of-way may be more 
likely to be impacted than areas separated from the right-of-way by 
rises in elevation. 
Other, unknown deer wintering areas may exist along the proposed route 
in areas that have been poorly checked by state biologists. Such areas 
are mostly in Maine, and include most of the organized townships (Jack-
man and Moose River especially) and areas northeast of Jackman and 
southwest of Clayton Lake. 
Impacts upon deer wintering area habitat may vary depending on how they 
are crossed. Maine officials stated that they do not support permanent 
openings through deer wintering areas which would reduce or destroy the 
value of the shelter (Anon. 1976). Under worst-case analysis, wide 
permanent powerline openings through central portions of deer wintering 
areas, containing only herbacious vegetation, could have long-term, 
severe impacts on deer populations over large areas. Under best-case 
analysis, narrow, shrubby openings adjacent to deer wintering areas 
may have a moderately beneficial impact upon deer populations because 
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of the food value of these shrubs. In areas of deep snow, however, 
such as in Maine portions of the proposed route, even these shrubs 
could be unavailable to deer due to deep snows, unless maintenance 
procedures allow the shrubs to grow taller than about 10 feet. Typically, 
about as many deer wintering areas are expected to be harmed by right-
of-way clearing as are benefitted. Impact will be entirely dependent 
on maintenance objectives and alignment of the right-of-way relative 
to the deer wintering area. Management for shrubby vegetation in deer 
wintering areas is planned by the client, although final ownership of 
the right-of-way is not known. Under these assumptions, a mildly 
benefical impact to deer populations may result, in the long-term, 
while the cleared area will be lost as deer habitat altogether until 
vegetation has developed into shrubby stages. 
A second source of impact upon deer populations in wintering areas may 
be caused by increased human access with snowmobiles. In Maine, Hugie 
(1973) and Lavigne (1976) found that deer utilize snowmobile paths to 
aid mobility, allowing themselves access to important winter food 
sources otherwise unavailable. Lavigne (1976) noted that deer became 
acclimated to snowmobile traffic. Of 257 deer encountered while snow-
mobiling during three winters, 41.6% stayed within sight as the machine 
passed, whereas only 11.6% of 129 deer remained when they were encountered 
by a person on foot. However, Dorrance, Savage, and Huff (1975) 
hypothesized that the displacement of does by snowmobile traffic from 
even small segments of their home range is detrimental where the home 
range is of poor quality and when the winter is severe. They con-
cluded nonetheless, that during less severe winters, in average or good 
deer habitat, effects of snowmobiles may be negligible. We indicated 
all presently used snowmobile trails crossed by the proposed right-of-
way in the tables "Existing Environment: Qualitative" under the 
heading "Remoteness". 
Powerline construction and operations may impact deer habitat other than 
deer wintering areas. Short-term impacts from construction will destroy 
vegetation and slightly alter local drainage patterns. Access roads 
will cause permanent loss of food and shelter whenever they are built. 
Also, unless critical portions of the powerline are fenced, increased 
access could cause cattle to compete with deer for herbaceous plants 
during certain seasons. However, this impact will be very localized 
and slight, and will occur only at seasons of the year (e.g., spring) 
when herbs are an important food for deer. Long-term impacts of the 
powerline upon deer non-wintering habitat will be generally beneficial, 
depending upon the kind of vegetation that develops under the right-
of-way. 
White-tailed deer have responded favorably to certain practices of 
powerline vegetation management (Bramble and Byrnes 1955, 1972, 1974, 
1976; Gysel 1962) involving the development of a stable shrub cover 
under powerline rights-of-way. Deer have also responded favorably, in 
Maine, to shrubby growth following strip clearcuts (Rinaldi 19701. 
In summary, a potential exists for moderate to severe long-term adverse 
impacts on deer populations of regions surrouding the proposed route. 
However, with only selective removal of vegetation; moderately bene-
ficial impacts to deer populations may result. 
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TABLE 4-8. Summary of Known Deer Wintering Areas Within the Proposed 
Route Network. Some figures here are estimates, so only 
the route maps (Appendix B ) should be considered official. 
Link Mileposts 
5 
9 
10A 
11 
12 
13 
13A 
14 
15 
16 
19 
21 
22 
7.0-
11.5-
2 . 2 -
2.7-
3.8-
6.7-
7.5-
4.7-
11.5-
21.0-
25.5-
28.3-
30.8-
8.0-
19.3-
2.0-
7.5-
8.7-
45.2-
4.9-
1 0 . 8 -
8 . 1 -
9.6-
14.8-
0.3-
5.3-
0.0-
6.0-
4.1-
6.0-
6.8-
6.3-
9.2-
0.6-
0 . 0 -
-7.3 
-11.7 
-2.4 
-3.0 
-3.9 
-6.8 
-7.7 
-5.8 
-11.8 
-23.0 
•25.9 
•28.8 
•31.3 
•8.6 
•19.6 
•3.1 
•7.8 
•9.3 
•45.5 
•5.2 
•11.3 
•8.3 
•10.0 
•15.3 
2.7 
6.3 
2.0 
7.0 
4.8 
7.0 
7.0 
6.7 
9.7 
2.5 
0. 3 
Acres 
Affected 
5.5 
3.6 
3.6 
5.5 
1.8 
1.8 
3.6 
20.1 
5.5 
3.6 
7.3 
9.1 
9.1 
10.9 
5.5 
20.0 
5.5 
11.0 
5.5 
5.4 
9.1 
3.6 
7.3 
1.8 
36.4 
18.2 
12.7 
3.6 
7.3 
9.1 
34.6 
5.5 
Link 
23 
24 
25 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
35 
36 
38 
39 
40 
42 
43 
44 
46 
47 
47A 
49 
50 
51 
Mileposts 
0.7-1.4 
0.0-0.5 
1.5-2.0 
4.6-4.8 
10.0-11.0 
11.0-12.1 
12.4-12.5 
4.0-5.0 
7.9-8.1 
4.1-6.6 
4.8-5.1 
4.8-5.3 
0.0-0.9 
9.3-10.5 
19.7-20.3 
3.0 
5.0-5.2 
3.2-6.5 
2.4-5.1 
0.0-2.2 
8.8-9.1 
1.0-1.3 
9.5-10.2 
13.4-13.9 
6.0-6.8 
1.1-1.4 
0.2-0.4 
0.8-1.5 
2.9-8.6 
8.9-9.1 
1.4-1.8 
0.2-0.4 
Acres 
Affected 
12.8 
9.1 
9.1 
3.6 
20.0 
1.8 
3.6 
45.5 
5.4 
9.1 
16.4 
21.8 
11.0 
3.6 
6 0 . 1 
49.1 
40.0 
5.4 
5.5 
12.7 
9.1 
14.6 
5.5 
3.6 
12.7 
103.7 
3.6 
7.3 
3.6 
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Moose (Alces alces) 
The Canadian Wildlife Service (.1973) stated that food supply is the 
major factor limiting moose in Canada. Most important will Be the 
supply of winter browse for moose, mainly small trees and tall woody 
shrubs such as willow. In addition, wetlands impacts may serve to 
either create or destroy aquatic vegetation that moose utilize as food 
in summer. This impact will depend upon the existing characteristics 
of each wetland, as well as the amount of sedimentation created by 
right-of-way construction. Initially, vegetation used for winter food 
by moose will be destroyed by construction operations. Since this 
food supply may be limiting the loss of food sources may be locally 
significant. These sources of food will be permanently lost if 
site-specific characteristics and vegetation management of the right-
of-way prohibit the natural re-establishment of woody vegetation. If, 
however, a growth of tall shrubs and young trees is fostered, moose 
populations may be benefitted. 
Impacts upon other species of wildlife may result in secondary impacts 
upon moose. Any beneficial impacts causing increase in populations of 
white-tailed deer or (to a much lesser degree) snowshoe hares (Lepus 
americanus) may result in increased corpetition between these species 
and moose. However, this competion may not be significant because 
moose can reach higher for food than either deer or hares. In addi-
tion, moose are more mobile in winter than deer, so food available to 
moose will not be available to deer. 
Increased deer populations may adversely impact moose populations by 
carrying a disease, moose sickness (Cerebrospinal nematodiasis), which, 
when transferred to moose, can be fatal. The causal agent of this dis-
ease is a nematode, Paralephastrongylus tenuis (Anderson 1964). Both 
moose and deer may benefit in another peculiar way from opening up of 
the forest. Increased breezes in the right-of-way may afford these 
species relief from nuisance flies in summer (Cody 1975). 
In summary, moose habitat may be slightly benefitted by the powerline, 
while moose populations may suffer adverse impacts from a) removal of 
vegetation by access roads, b) increased populations of other animals, 
and c) increased illegal harvest resulting from increased access. Poten-
tial powerline impacts on moose, however, have not been well documented. 
Black bear (Ursus americanus) 
Black bear may suffer local, adverse impacts from the loss or dis-
turbance of potential denning sites directly on the proposed route. 
However, increased windthrow of timber, especially in rocky areas, 
may create new denning sites adjacent to the route. Short-term loss 
of secondary vegetation may cause a temporary reduction in the amount 
of food available on the route, and a permanent loss in areas crossed 
by access roads. 
Increased human presence during construction, and the potential for 
increased disturbance due to greater accessibility, may cause bear to 
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avoid areas most frequently disturbed. However, bear may soon become 
accustomed to slight to moderate increased human disturbance. 
If the right-of-way becomes vegetated with herbicide-tolerant grasses 
and herbacious vegetation, these may replace areas of highly-preferred 
food. If, however, vegetation providing food for bear is fostered by 
maintenance techniques (including foods such as blackberry, raspberry 
(Rubus sp) and blueberry (Vaccinium sp.) , bear will benefit. 
Therefore, assuming that creation of beneficial food plants underneath 
the right-of-way will develop, a slightly beneficial long-term impact 
will result. However, powerline impacts on bears have not been well 
documented. 
Canid Predators 
The species included in this group are the red fox (Vulpes fulva), 
coyote (Canis latrans) and to a much lesser degree, gray fox (Urocyon 
cinereoagentues) and perhaps eastern timber wolf (Canis lupus). Richens 
and Hugie (1974) stated that coyotes have frequently responded to 
habitat changes (due to logging, fires, agriculture, and urbanization) 
and animal control programs by extending their range. Palman (1977) 
found that coyotes were attracted to distrurbed sites adjacent to 
interstate highway 95 in northern Maine. Foxes were also attracted to 
disturbed areas adjacent to the highway. 
Although some denning sites may be destroyed on the proposed route, 
the preliminary data indicate that coyote and fox populations may 
benefit by the proposed action. The extent of this impact may be 
partially determined by the impacts upon prey species such as small 
mammals. However, past impacts to other wildlife species due to 
increased population of canid predators, especially coyotes, have 
been a matter of considerable debate (Senecal 1977). 
The wolf, which requires areas remote from human disturbance, may 
be adversely impacted by the proposed action. 
Felid predators 
Species included within this category are the bobcat (Lynx rufus) 
and the Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis). The eastern cougar (Felis 
concolor cougari) is listed by the Federal government as endangered 
(USDI 1976), so it will be discussed in later sections of this 
chapter. 
In the past, wild cats have suffered from over-exploitation by man 
(Keith 1977) so that increased human accessibility may result in 
further harassment of these species. If unmolested, however, the 
Canada lynx is surprisingly tolerant of human settlement (Keith 1977). 
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Any impacts upon prey species may limit populations of wild cats. 
While the bobcat feeds on a variety of prey, the Canada lynx utilizes 
snowshoe hares as a staple food source. 
Therefore, construction disturbance may serve to temporarily impact 
wild cat populations, while increased access may provide for increased 
harvesting, legal or illegal, of these species. However, it may be 
more probable that long—term beneficial impacts upon prey species 
will benefit these wild cat populations. Extensive research on pow-
erline impacts to lynx and bobcat, however, has not been completed. 
Mustelid furbearers 
Species included within this category are fisher (Hartes pennanti), 
marten (M. americanus), long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), short-
tailed weasel CM. ermina), mink (M^ _ vison), river otter CLutra canadensis) 
and striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis). Since these species are wide-ranging, 
any impacts may be significant over a wide area. 
Some of these species may be sensitive to disturbance from construc-
tion operations, as well as any increased future accessibility caused 
by the right of way. For example, although Coulter (1960) stated that 
fisher may not be as shy as formerly believed, Palman (1977) found that 
fisher did tend to avoid areas adjacent to interstate 95 in northern 
Maine. Reactions to increased human presence may differ between 
species of mustlids. Marten, also, show preferance for remote areas 
(Burt and Grossehleider 1964). 
Both fisher and marten may be adversely impacted by loss of wooded 
habitat, though marten may be more susceptable to habitat loss than 
fisher (Coulter 1959). Since fisher and marten den in dead trees 
or logs (Burt and Grossenheider 1964), the removal of dead trees 
along the right-of-way may adversely impact fisher populations. 
Additonal denning sites may be created, however, by increased wind-
throw of old trees in rocky soils. 
Short-tailed and long-tailed weasels may not be as adversely impacted 
by the proposed action. Palman (1977) found weasels to be attracted 
to disturbed sites along route 95 in Maine. In New Hampshire, more 
weasels were observed using powerline rights-of-way than adjacent 
habitats (Cavanagh, Olson, and Macrigeanis 1976). In the short-
term, habitat may be altered adversely by the proposed action. If, 
however, the habitat under the powerline develops to foster small 
mammal populations, beneficial impacts to weasels may result. Any 
adverse wetland impacts may adversely impact long-tailed weasel popu-
lations . 
Mink and otter may also be impacted through the loss, gain, or 
alteration of wetland habitats, which skunks may be benefited by 
the addition of early successional stages. 
In summary, marten may suffer moderate, long-term adverse impact 
from loss of habitat as well as increased disturbance. Due to the 
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wide-ranging tendencies of this species, impact may include a wide 
area. Fisher may be negatively impacted for the same reasons, 
although the severity of impact may be less. Short and long-tailed 
weasels, however, may be beneficially impacted, while long^tailed 
weasels, mink, and otter may be affected by wetlands impacts. 
Data dealing with the impacts of powerlines on these species, as 
well as basic biological information about them are limited. 
Rodent furbearers 
Species included within this category are the muskrat (Ondatia 
zibethica) and beaver (Castor canadensis). Possible adverse impacts 
to these species included the alteration of wetlands and increased 
exploitation due to increased accessibility. Aleksink C1974) stated 
that human activity has not signficantly affected the distribu-
tion of muskrats, except for the draining of marshes or swamps for 
agricultural or other purposes. Since the drainage of wetland areas 
is not expected with this project, minimal to insignificant habitat 
loss could be expected for these species. The destruction of large 
areas of aspen, however, may impact beaver food supply. Impacts due 
to increased accessibility and exploitation may also be insignifi-
cant, due to the controls placed on harvesting these species by state 
agencies. 
If, on the other hand, adverse impacts upon these species are noticed, 
adverse impacts upon other species of wildlife, including waterfowl, 
shorebirds, mink, and long-tailed weasels may be realized. 
Rodent furbearers probably will not be impacted by increased dis-
turbance during construction. Beaver, for example, have been known 
to construct dams adjacent to highways. Increased access, however, 
may promote increased harvest of these species. 
Food for rodent furbearers would be created by the fostering of sap-
ling sized aspen and willow, which supplies food for beaver, or a 
wide diversity of herbacious growth, which supplies food for muskrats. 
Therefore, impacts upon the rodent furbearers can be expected to be 
insignificant to mildly beneficial. 
Snowshoe hare (Lepus americanus) 
Snowshoe hare habitat may be created or destroyed by the proposed 
action. In the short-term, destruction of regenerating softwood-
hardwood habitat may cause locally adverse impacts upon snowshoe 
hare populations. If the present vegetation along the right-of-way 
is replaced with herbicide-tolerant grass and herbacious vegetation, 
a locally significant and adverse long-term impact may result. If, 
however, the development of dense woody and diverse herbaceous vege-
tation is fostered, snowshoe hare habitat may be benefitted. Rinaldi 
(1970) found snowshoe hare forage increased in strip clearcuts in 
central Maine. 
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Raccoon (grocyon lotor) 
The raccoon, being well adapted to human disturbance, may benefit 
from the proposed action. Gilbert (19.75), postulated that the rac-
coon may continue to thrive even in the midst of suburbia due to 
its ability to adjust so effectively to many of the changes being 
wrought by man. 
Although dead trees used by raccoons for denning may be destroyed, 
other trees may be windthrown and otherwise killed along the right-
of-way, increasing denning sites for raccoon. While some forms of 
herbicide management on the right of way would produce vegetation 
not valuable to raccoons, the fostering of shrubby, berry-producing 
vegetation under the right of way may beneficially impact raccoon 
populations. 
Other mammals 
For small mammals, Palman (1977) found no difference in total numbers 
between disturbed sites adjacent to Interstate 95 and forested control 
sites. However, differences in species composition were noticed. 
For example, red-backed voles (Clethrionomys gapperi) were found more 
frequently in control sites. Species diversity of small mammals 
also varied between disturbed sites and mature forest, being higher 
in disturbed sites. Schreiber et al. (1976) found small mammal 
communities along powerlines tended to exhibit a reasonable degree 
of habitat specificity, showing distributions within forest, edge, 
and right-of-way habitats. The authors were, however, concerned that 
continuous linking of communities through powerlines may foster addi-
tional disease problems, as well as induce additional changes in the 
species composition of an area. The authors were especially concerned 
that the abruptness of change due to powerline construction may not 
allow enough time for stable change of natural ecosystems through 
natural processes, including evolution and natural succession. 
Small mammals in black spruce forests subjected to clearcuts have 
shown similar trends when total numbers did not change, but species 
composition did (Martell and Radvangi 1977). 
Impacts upon mammal populations will, again, vary, according to the 
vegetation management techniques that are chosen. Under favorable 
circumstances, a diverse layer of herbaceous vegetation and/or woody 
shrubs may benefit species adapted to fields and earlier successional 
stages (e.g., deer mouse, meadow vole) and adversely impact primarily 
forest-dwelling species, like the red-backed vole. The development 
of herbicide-tolerant grasses will benefit neither group very much. 
Felling of large seed-bearing trees during construction could provide 
small mammals with a temporarily large amount of food and shelter, and 
cause large but short-term population increases (C. Ferris, pers. 
comm.),. In any event, impacts will be mostly local in extent. 
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Although the concern has been voiced that powerlines could serve as bar-
riers. to movement of small mammals, Schreiber and Graves (19.77). found 
that powerlines did not serve as barriers to movement for deer mice. 
Palman (119.77) found that, in general, a highway in northern Maine 
did not restrict movement of small mammals. However, movement of 
small mammals in winter could be restricted where the snow of some 
right-of-way areas has been heavily compacted by snowmobiles (espe-
cially in areas of minimal snow depths, in Vermont and western New 
Hampshire). Small mammals are believed to be stressed by such snow 
compaction (Schmid 1971, Jarvinen and Schmid 1971). Also, small 
mammals which travel on top of the snow in winter may be reluctant to 
cross the right-of-way if the vegetative cover is sufficiently short 
to be covered by deep snows, thereby offering no protection from pre-
dators . 
Waterfowl 
Waterfowl, including Canada geese, mallards, black ducks, green-
winged teal, blue winged teal, wood ducks, ring-necked ducks, gol-
deneyes, hooded mergansers, and common mergansers, will be predomi-
nantly affected through wetland impacts. Alterations in upland sites 
may impact feeding or nesting habitat for a few species in a minor 
way. 
Sedimentation in wetlands due to construction may cause water quality 
changes in wetlands, impacting the vegetational structure in wetlands 
(either positively or negatively) and cause adverse impacts due to loss 
of food (Anon. 1976) . The extent and significance of food availability 
impacts upon waterfowl due to vegetational changes in wetlands is uncer-
tain, however, and will depend upon existing cover and water quality 
characteristics of individual wetlands, as well as the amount of sedi-
mentation projected to take place. 
Alteration of adjacent terrestrial habitat may adversely impact water-
fowl populations by 1) impacting mast utilized by black ducks, wood 
ducks, and green-winged teal for food, 2) causing loss of suitable 
cover for nesting of ground-nesting waterfowl, and 3) causing des-
truction of mature trees cavities suitable for nesting of wood ducks 
and mergansers. However, clearing of forests adjacent to streams and 
wetlands could provide improved shrubby cover for waterfowl, and 
increased sun scald and wind damage to trees could create more nesting 
cavities. Construction through forested bog-type wetlands could, if 
much vegetation is removed, cause the water level to rise, drowning 
adjacent trees and thus causing an additional short-term increase in 
cavities for hole-nesting waterfowl. Increased beaver actitivty as the 
result of providing preferred foods on the right-of-way might also cause 
more flooding of timber and subsequent creation of snags. 
If small areas of wetlands must be filled to support towers, these 
"islands" could be preferentially utilized by some nesting waterfowl 
and calving deer (.Thorsell 1976) . 
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Avoidance responses of waterfowl to areas under and adjacent to pow-
erlines. have been noted (Anon. 1976}. These observations have been 
open to debate. If, this phenomenon does exist, long-term, adverse 
impacts to waterfowl populations may occur. In addition, disturbance 
due to construction, maintenance, or increased accessibility may cause 
nesting habitat for waterfowl to become unproductive. 
Instances of waterfowl and other birds colliding with wires, or towers, 
especially during courtship rituals, have been recorded (Cornwall 
1971), and could present an additional unmitigatable source of long-
term mortality to waterfowl populations along the powerline. 
Many areas special to waterfowl exist along the route network, including 
a waterfowl research areas at mile 4.8 of link 25, and an area where 
stocking of Canada geese is contemplated bya state agency, at M57.7-
58.1 of link 9. 
In summary, while the extent of impacts to waterfowl populations is 
unknown, impacts could effect waterfowl populations either positively 
or negatively, but to a slight degree. Due to the present trend of a 
reduction in waterfowl habitat generally, any adverse impacts upon 
waterfowl populations would be significant. 
Upland and shore game birds 
Species in this category include ruffed grouse (Bonasa umbellus), 
woodcock (Philohela minor = Scolopax minor of Edwards 1974), pheasant 
(Phasianus colchicus), Virginia rail (Rallus limicola), sora rail 
(Porzana Carolina), and common snipe (Capella gallinago delicata = 
Gallinago gallinago of Edwards 1974). 
Ruffed grouse may temporarily suffer adverse, impacts due to loss of 
early-successional habitat during and immediately following construc-
tion. However, areas underneath the powerline may regenerate to 
vegetation beneficial to ruffed grouse. Some of these plants serve 
as food for grouse, including hazelnut (Corylus sp.), clover (Viburnum 
sp.), wild strawberry (Fragariae sp.), serviceberry (Amelanchier sp.), 
wintergreen (Gauthuria procumbons), sumac (Rhus typhina), and others 
(Brown 1946). Other food plants beneficial to grouse which may have 
to be controlled at some point due to their height include aspen 
(Populus sp.), willow CSalix sp.), and birch (Betula sp.). If this 
vegetation is fostered along the powerline, beneficial impacts to 
spring, summer, and autumn food and cover of ruffed grouse will result. 
If vegetation management does not foster favorable plant species for 
grouse, areas within or adjacent to impacted areas may be detrimentally 
impacted by powerline construction. 
Other sources of adverse impact upon ruffed grouse include the des-
truction of mature aspen utilized for winter food, as well as sites 
used traditionally for courtship and territorial displays by male 
grouse (drumming sites). New drumming sites may be created if tim-
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ber felled during construction is left lying in adjacent wooded areas. 
Habitat for woodcock may also be intially lost through, construction 
of the powerline, but gained in the long-run. Since alders (Alnus sp.) 
and young aspen (Populus sp.) comprise habitat utilized during the 
day by woodcock in New England CSheldon 1967, Owen 1977), the remov-
al of these may constitute a loss of woodcock habitat. However, earth-
worms will temporarily become available and areas disturbed by con-
struction will probably regenerate into highly usable woodcock habitat. 
This will remain unless it interferes with transmission lines or access 
road alignment. 
Woodcock populations will also benefit from the creation of sparsely 
vegetated, field-like areas under the right of way, since woodcock 
utilize these areas for courtship displays in the spring, and roost-
ing in the summer (Sheldon 1967). 
Pheasant populations, already low in this region, will probably 
remain unimpacted by the proposed action. Foote (1946) postulated 
that a lack of corn grown for grain limits the pheasant population 
in Vermont. The lack of grain crops and the severe winters may also 
limit pheasant populations in the other states. Since the powerline 
may not alter this limiting factor, pheasant populations may not be 
affected. 
Pheasant populations, however, may respond to the creation or loss 
of tall, herbacious vegetation adjacent to cornfields utilized for 
nesting, or the creation or loss of thick, shrubby vegetation in 
lowlands utilized for wintering. 
Impacts upon the Virginia rail, sora rail, and common snipe would 
also be correlated with changes to their wetland habitat. The Virginia 
rail nests in the sedge and cattail borders of freshwater marshes 
(Zimmerman 1977). Habitat for the sora rail includes short-grassed, 
soggy marshes (Odom 1977). Nesting habitat of the common snipe 
includes peat lands of the northern boreal forest, as well as lakes 
and rivers, ditches, periodically inundated fallow or agricultural 
fields, and wet cattle pastures (Fogarty and Arnold 1977). 
In summary, long-term beneficial impacts upon ruffed grouse and wood-
cock will result if native vegetation is encouraged in disturbed 
areas. For the pheasant, impacts may be unnoticeable. Impacts to 
rails and snipe will be influenced by impacts on wetland environments. 
Birds of prey (Raptors) 
This group includes hawks and owls. Impacts on these species will be 
related to changes in the supply or availability of prev species, des-
truction of nesting habitat, provision of perches, disturbance, and 
potentials for electrocution by (and collision with) electrical 
wires. 
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The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and osprey (Pandion halia-
eetus) rely heavily on fish for food. However, they may utilize 
many species of fish. Therefore, if fisheries are impacted, these 
birds may be able to adjust to differing fish species by altering 
their diets. However, since the eagle is currently being considered 
for listing as an endangered species by the U.S. Department of Inte-
rior CUSDI 19771 and the osprey is listed as a species of concern 
by the National Audubon Society (Arbib 1976), harmful impacts on 
these species would be significant. 
Most species of hawks and owls, however, rely heavily on small mam-
mals for food. Therefore, the creation of an earlier successional 
stage on the ROW, may increase food and its availability for hawks 
and owls (see Table 4-6). In West Virginia, red-tailed hawks and 
kestrels were found to prefer powerline rights of way for hunting 
their prey (C. Ferris, pers. comm.). Nest sites existing within or 
adjacent to the right of way, however, may be destroyed or disturbed 
through construction operations. As a guideline, officials in Maine 
state that they consider construction operations coming within 330 ft. 
to be detrimental to osprey and eagle nests (Anon. 1976). Disturbance 
near nest sites will be most critical in April-May for owls and 
bald eagles, and June-early July for ospreys, golden eagles, and 
most other hawks. Raptors nesting in remote areas (as indicated by 
the 4's and 5's for remoteness in the chart "Description of Existing 
Environment: Qualitative Summary) are perhaps less accustomed to 
disturbance and, therefore, may suffer slightly more from disturbing 
activities near their nest. However, in this region, food may be more 
limiting to raptor populations than suitable nesting sites, so overall 
impact may be beneficial. 
Only one active osprey nest was located directly on the route during 
the aerial survey. It was found at about M5.0 of link 16. Another was 
found very near (but not on) the route at M3.5 of link 28. Peregrine 
falcons, bald eagles, and golden eagles have all nested on or very 
near the route in previous years, but none have done so recently. 
Although birds of prey have suffered electrocution by powerlines 
while perching on transmission towers, this has been a problem only 
where it has been possible for a raptor to touch both a ground wire 
and a live wire simultaneously (Hannum, Anderson, and Nelson 1974). 
With the steel tower or two-poled designs proposed for this route, 
electrocution of perching birds-of-prey will be negligable. 
In summary, additional stress may be placed on bald eagle and osprey 
populations if nesting areas, are disturbed while other raptors will 
benefit from increased supply and availability of rodent food sources, 
at least in the short term. 
Songbirds 
The impact of the powerline and access roads on forest-dwelling song-
birds may be seen as essentially a trade-off. Population productivity 
will be lost due to destruction of nest-trees, the normal inhabitants 
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of which will be displaced into adjacent forest habitat. If this 
adjacent habitat is similar to that studied by Stewart and Aldrich 
(1951), a direct loss in the breeding population may result, since 
adjacent habitat in the boreal forest frequently harbors a surplus of 
breeding males. 
Balancing this postulated loss will be a possible tendency of forest 
edge-nesting individuals to have a larger (or more available) food 
supply and, thus, larger broods. Experimental evidence is presently 
insufficient to indicate the true impact of the right of way on most 
populations of forest songbirds. 
Some groups of songbirds stand to gain greatly by the right of way, 
depending on what maintenance practices are used. An abundant supply 
of berries (especially of the genus Rubus) will grow in many places 
on the right of way, providing food and cover for waxwings, catbirds, 
mourning warblers, yellowthroats, and other species. If brush is 
cut by hand during maintenance procedures and is left piled on the 
right of way, it will provide nest sites for some wrens and sparrows 
(although it may also host some insects destructive to commercial 
timber). 
Moreover, a slight increase in the incidence of wind damage and sun 
scald to mature trees will cause an increase in feeding and nesting 
habitat for snag-nesting species, such as woodpeckers, some owls, and 
chickadees. Snags may also be created by flooding of timber as a 
result of 1) drainage alteration, 2) removal of woody vegetation in 
bogs (which could increase the water level and drown adjacent trees), 
and 3) attraction of beaver due to the provision of their preferred 
foods (sapling-size birch and aspen). 
By increasing the sunlight reaching the floor of the adjacent forest, 
the understory there will grow thicker, and species such as Swainson's 
thrush and magnolia warbler will prosper. Still other species, such as 
the pine grosbeak and the black-backed three-toed woodpecker, seem to 
benefit from small clearings for reasons that are not apparent (Palmer 
1949). And finally, even the towers may serve as nest sites for birds 
such as the eastern kingbird (Van Velzen 1971) and rusty blackbirds, 
while wires may be used as perches by swallows and flycatchers. 
Reptiles and amphibians (herptiles) 
Due to the small home ranges of these species, most adverse impacts 
will be local in extent. For those species (e.g., most salamanders) 
which require moist, shaded forest, removal of overstory or distur-
bance of the forest duff layer may cause initial adverse impacts. 
Removal of bank cover, siltation of temporal pools, and scouring from 
slight increases in runoff will also have a negative affect, especially 
in the headwaters of first order streams—preferred habitat of most 
salamanders. However, as the fallen slash and logs begin to rot, 
they may provide a habitat for many salamanders, if ground tempe-
ratures have not been altered above specific species' tolerance 
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limits by removal of the canopy. For those herptiles which prefer 
warm, exposed brushy and rocky areas (e.g., most snakes), the sub-
stitution of regeneration habitat for dense forest will have a posi-
tive affect. However, experimental evidence suggests that at least 
one herbicide (Atrazene) causes some herptile larvae to become less 
fertile (Beebe 1973) and more hyperactive. The latter effect causes 
the larvae to become selectively preyed upon (Cooke 1972). 
One of the species of endangered raptors, the bald eagle, has 
been previously discussed in this section. The other endangered 
raptor, the peregrine falcon, is considered extirpated from the 
eastern United States. However, a recovery plan for the peregrine 
falcon called for the reintroduction into selected regions in the 
eastern United States. The proposed route would pass through the 
Connecticut River Valley-White Mountain Region (given fourth prior-
ity within designation of eleven regions for restocking efforts by 
the recovery team) and the Green Mountain Region (given sixth prior-
ity by the recovery team). The recovery team considered these 
priorities preliminary and subject to change once more data are 
available on the success of restocking efforts within individual 
regions (Bollengier, et al. 1976). 
The eastern cougar, a federally defined endangered species that pre-
fers mountainous, wilderness areas (Burt and Grossenheider 1964), 
may be impacted by the proposed action. Since the cougar does tend 
to avoid man, adverse impacts resulting from increased human dis-
turbance may affect this species. However, data are limited con-
cerning the distribution and life history of this species in our 
region, so accurate predictions cannot be made. 
Members of the recovery team for the Indiana bat, one other species 
listed by the Federal government as endangered, considered the pre-
sence of caves suitable for hibernation as an important concern in 
the management of this species (Engel, et al. 1975). No caves are 
known to exist along the proposed route and the route covers only 
the periphery of the bat's range. Impact upon this species, then, 
is expected to be minimal. However, little knowledge exists on 
the summer habitat needs of the Indiana bat (Engel et al. 1975). 
4.4 Impacts on Aquatic Resources 
4.4.1 Water Quality and Fisheries 
Right-of-way clearing, construction of maintenance roads, and the place-
ment of lines and poles will result in short-term impacts on aquatic 
ecosystems. Of particular concern is erosion, and the consequent sedi-
ment impact to the streams, wetlands and lakes. 
Sedimentation within water bodies is a significant problem, which has 
been well documented (e.g., Cordone and Kelley 1961-62). Briefly, 
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the detrimental effects include: 
1. Smothering of fish eggs and fry 
2. Smothering of aquatic insects, which are food organisms for fish 
3. Irritation and clogging of fish and aquatic insect gills 
4. Accelerated eutrophication 
5. Decreased photosynthesis caused by increased turbidity 
6. Habitat alteration, i.e. filling of pools 
7. Poor fishing due to poor visibility 
8. Decreased aesthetic quality 
The loss of nutrients, gullying, and decreased water holding capacity 
are important terrestrial events related to erosion. Cleared forests 
can lose to aquatic systems 3 to 20 times the amount of cations lost 
from undisturbed terrestrial systems (Bormann et al. 1968}. Increased 
nutrient loss from the watershed could increase aquatic plant growth, 
and reduce terrestrial revegetation rates especially where the soil 
has been compacted by machinery. Populations of soil microbes might 
also be temporarily reduced, due to compaction, scraping and working 
of the soil. This could cause a temporary and slight reduction in 
the availability of nutrients for terrestrial plants. A small amount 
of nutrients would be permanently lost from watersheds where timber 
cut along the right-of-way is commercially marketed. Herbicide ap-
plication to suppress unwanted vegetation generally follows the cutting 
for transmission line facilities. If successional vegetation is 
allowed to develop by not using herbicides, the nutrient losses are 
minimized because waters from runoff are channeled into evapotrans-
piration and the available nutrients are incorporated into new growth 
(Kitchings, Shugart, and Story, 1974). Extensive clearing for mainte-
nance roads on steep slopes or in stream channels can increase erosion, 
which may affect water quality in the receiving streams for long 
periods. 
The effects of sedimentation may be present but not always obvious. 
While dramatic fish kills seldom occur, lowered reproductive success 
and increased incidence of diseases and parasites may act insidiously 
on fish populations. 
Access roads for wood harvesting operations, a construction activity 
similar to right-of-way construction, annually degrade wetlands, 
ponds, and streams. Particularly sensitive are streams supporting 
cold-water fish species. The magnitude of the impacts depends on 
the volume and frequency of the sediment source (NHFG, personal 
communication; Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, 
memo, 25 May 1977). 
Heating of the water will take place where rights-of-way parallel 
streams for any distance. Cold-water game fishes are generally dis-
placed by warm-water species, in streams whose shorelines have been 
devegetated because the increase in water temperature causes decreases 
in dissolved oxygen and increases in metabolism of the fishes. 
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Higher temperatures result from a greater radiant energy budget on 
the stream surface (Brown, 1969) and/or heating of the watershed 
(Fischner and Larmoyeux, 1963). Greater seasonal and daily fluctua-
tions (5-7° F; 3-4° C) will also occur in deforested Hew England 
watersheds (Likens, et al., 1970) from devegetation activities. 
The chart below shows typical changes in stream temperatures, which 
can be estimated by the empirical formula T = A X H CO.000267), where 
D 
T is the stream temperature in 0 F, A is the surface area of the stream 
exposed, H is the maximum heat input (B.T.U./sq. ft./minute) and D is 
discharge of the stream in cu. ft/second (Brown, et al., 1971). 
Changes in Stream Temperatures (.after Brown 1969) 
Length of stream exposed Rate of flow Temperature change 
1,100 ft. (344 m) 1-1.9 cfs 4° F (2° C) 
(28 - 54 1/sec) 
150 ft. (47 m) 0.04-0.05 cfs 13° F (7° C) 
(1.1 - 1.4 1/sec) 
60 ft. (19 m) 0.05-0.10 cfs 4° F (2° C) 
(1.4 - 2.8 1/sec) 
30 ft. (9 m) 0.05-0.10 cfs 2 °F (1° C) 
(1.4 - 2.8 1/sec) 
Change in stream temperature is one of the most important long-term 
impacts of rights of way. 
Controlling vegetation with chemicals, particularly by foliar treatment, 
is a common method on utility rights of way. Spraying can be accomplished 
by backpack spray, high pressure hose, or aircraft. Pellet and granule 
forms are also broadcast by hand or aircraft. Selective (as opposed 
to blanket) application, and hand-cutting, have less severe impacts. 
Resulting biological impacts are not only related to the particular 
herbicide formulation, but the addition of more active ingredients 
such as emulsifiers, surfactants, and oils. Because treatment is 
more effective if the plants are thoroughly wetted, large volumes of 
solution are generally applied. 
Drifting during application, or erosion of sprays attached to soil 
particles into aquatic systems, is commonplace. Aquatic ecosystems in 
the corridor depend on terrestrial energy input, making them highly 
susceptible to herbicides. Aquatic organisms take up herbicides either 
directly from the water or by ingestion of contaminated foodstuffs. 
As with most chemicals, the amount of herbicides accumulated within an 
organism varies considerably from species to species. Some aquatic 
species concentrate certain herbicides, while other species do not; and 
one species may not accumulate all herbicide compounds. 
The methods of application, types of herbicides, auxiliary spraying 
compounds, etc., have'not been determined to date for the proposed 
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corridor. Because the impacts are highly dependent on the type of 
herbicide, method of application, etc., only a general outline of 
impacts can be given: 
1. direct toxicity to fish and wildlife 
2. indirect impact by toxicity to food species, i.e. aquatic insects 
3. decreased water quality 
4. loss of primary productivity by herbicidal effects on aquatic plants 
5. loss of shade and accelerated erosion due to removal of bank vegeta-
tion by herbicides 
6. increase in biological oxygen demand by increased runoff of terres-
trial organic materials. 
Furthermore, the Environmental Protection Agency has recently instituted 
a review of herbicides containing 'nitrosamine impurities', as possible 
cancer-producing agents. Of particular concern have been Trysben and 
Banzac, which are used as herbicides on rights of way (EPA Environmental 
News Bulletin 1977). 
The most common herbicides used for foliar spray are waterborne amines 
of 2,4,5,-T and 2,4,D-2,4,5-T mixtures containing picloram or 
dicamba and ammate (Cody 1975). In comparison to other herbicides 
these are relatively mobile (Harris 1967; Harris 1968). Decomposition 
generally occurs within three months (Kitchings, Shugart and Story 1974). 
A number of studies have been conducted to trace herbicide residue move-
ment from treated forested watersheds into the aquatic ecosystems. 
The data are insufficient to draw general conclusions on how herbicide 
application to the forest will affect herbicide residues and aquatic 
life in the receiving water bodies. However, the following important 
observations were made from these studies: (1) the most important 
mechanism of entry of herbicides to the aquatic environment is direct 
application or drift of spray materials to the water surface; (2) sur-
face runoff during intense precipitation is the second most important 
mode of transport to the aquatic environment (EPA 1973). It will 
necessitate field studies utilizing the indigenous species in the 
proposed area of application to fully assess the impact of terrestrial 
herbicides on aquatic ecosystems in the proposed route. In the interim, 
groups of particular concern are the crustaceans and aquatic insects, 
significant links in the aquatic food chain (Wilson and Bard 1969), 
and the fry (larvae) of fish. 
The most long-term impact caused by right-of-way construction is the 
loss of wetland habitat from access roads or bases for towers and poles. 
This is an irrevocable impact, although not great in its extent. 
Impacts on non-fishery aquatic resources (beaver, waterfowl, etc.) 
are treated in section 4.3. 
4.4.2 Water Quantity and Ground Water 
Drainage Patterns 
The nature of transmission corridors is such that natural drain-
age patterns along the corridor will seldom be altered. Vegetation 
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cover will be changed within the right of way but pad and microwave 
construction will seldom affect existing drainage patterns to a 
significant degree. 
Surface Runoff 
Once the clearing of vegetation along the transmission right of way 
is completed, there will be a change in surface runoff conditions. 
Surface runoff for a given rainfall event will be greater along the 
right of way due to the loss of vegetation cover that previously 
intercepted precipitation and slowed runoff. However, the area 
occupied by this right of way will be extremely small in relation 
to the remaining watershed area except in the smallest of first order 
stream watersheds. The overall impact on surface runoff will, 
therefore, be insignificant in almost all cases. 
Streamflow 
Because the surface runoff conditions will not be significantly 
altered as a result of the transmission corridor and related faci-
lities, streamflow will usually not be affected. Significant 
streamflow alteration will occur only when there are major changes 
in land cover in a watershed. This will not be the case as a result 
of transmission line construction. 
Access roads, however, can impact runoff and streamflow. Inadequate-
ly designed stream crossings can impede the natural flow characteris-
tics of a stream by creating a retaining structure with undersized 
culverts and extensive fill. This can easily be mitigated by design-
ficantly increasing upstream flood heights, and by removing unnecessary 
stream crossings upon completion of the transmission line construc-
tion. 
Ground Water 
The construction of the transmission corridor is anticipated to have 
little, if any, impact on the major ground-water aquifers in northern 
New England. The only possible source of impact could result from 
excessive applications of herbicides along the right of way. Water-
soluable, persistent herbicides could be transported through the 
upper soil horizons to the water table below causing some amount of 
local contamination. Because of the relatively small size of the 
right-of-way as compared to the size of major aquifers, this is not 
expected to cause a significant problem with existing ground-water 
quality. 
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Summary of n u u a u o . ^ n i c a o r 
Link 2: Entire link 
Link 5, Miles 22 - 25: The Baker Lake Region 
Link 6, Miles 1 - 7: The North Branch of the Penobscot River 
Link 7, Miles 9 - 12: Long Pond and wetland 
Link 8, Miles 3 - 4: Canada Falls Lake and wetland 
Link 9, Miles 10 • - 13: Allagash Stream 
Link 11, Miles 27 - 36 : Line parallels Moose River and Kibby Stream 
Link 12, Miles 9 • - 13: Wetland area 
Link 12, Miles 19 - 25 : Baker Pond, Baker Stream 
Link 12, Miles 35 - 41 : Tim Brook 
Link 15, Miles 1 - 2: Cupsuptic River and wetland 
Link 20, Miles 5 - 11: Nash Stream 
Link 25, Miles 12 - 13 : Cupsuptic River and wetland 
Link 27, Miles 7 - 11: Five lakes impacted 
Link 28, Miles 4 • - 7: Magalloway River, Diamond Rivers, wetland 
Link 29: Entire . link 
Link 31, Miles 2 • - 6: Clear Stream, Millsfield Pond Brook 
Link 36, Miles 4 • - 5: Catbow Brook and wetland 
Link 43, Mile 9: Martin1s Pond 
Link 43, Miles 11 - 12 : Peacham Pond 
Link 43, Miles 24 - 27 : Orange Reservoirs 
Link 48, Miles 1 • - 2: Winooski River 
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4.5 Impacts of the Microwave and Substation Facilities 
The most significant impacts from these facilities will be those 
resulting from access road construction. This is especially true 
for the microwave sites, because of their rugged locations. Impacts 
from access roads have been discussed throughout this chapter. These 
roads, even when well—constructed, can raise the silt load to streams 
until it becomes harmful to fish. This is especially true during 
construction. 
The facilities and access roads will also cause long-term destruction 
of vegetation and the habitat it provides for wildlife, and will preclude 
its future use. Microwave stations will destroy one acre of habitat 
(1/4 acre each), and substations will cause removal of up to 20 acres 
of land (10 acres each). These figures do not include habitat removal 
from access roads. Both substation and microwave sites will probably 
be limited in wildlife and most plants. A low level of noise gene-
rated by the substations may at first disturb local wildlife, but 
this impact will be short-term once wildlife become accustomed to 
the sound. Substations could generate larger amounts of ozone than 
the wires themselves, with consequent slight adverse impacts on vege-
tation (see Section 4.2.3), but this effect has not been shown 
experimentally. 
Although several studies have been completed which have researched 
effects of microwave radiation on physiological and behavioral para-
meters in various species of laboratory animals, researchers caution 
that it is still difficult to predict precise effects of microwave 
radiation on animals, including man, in the field (Birenbaum, et al. 
1975; Mich lson 1974). However, several potential impacts from the 
increase in microwave radiation due to the proposed action may exist. 
The most dramatic, lethal effects probably will not occur, because 
animals will not be exposed to radiation in strong enough dosages 
to be fatal. A few individual animals or people that spend long 
periods of time very near the transmitters could be exposed to 
radiation in quantities sufficient to cause sublethal, adverse 
impact, including potential adverse impact upon their reproductive 
abilities, evidenced in some studies (Rugh et al. 1975), but dis-
puted in others (Chernovitz et al. 1975; Hamrick and Mcvee 1975). 
The magnitude and extent of these impacts is unknown, but is pro-
bably slight. Finally, some individuals may avoid habitat near 
the towers because of responses to a microwave auditory effect 
(Frey and Field 1975; Chon et al. 1975; Lin 1976). The magnitude 
and extent of this impact is, likewise, unknown but probably limited. 
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No significant additional impacts are forseen as a result of utilizing 
existing substation and microwave facilities. 
Impacts of the microwave facilities will vary little from site-to-site. 
No site is known to have any feature of high ecological significance, 
even on a local level. Susceptabilities of the sites' ecological 
communities will depend on elevation, orientation, remoteness, exist-
ing vegetation, and soils. Nevertheless, the variation in these fac-
tors is so slight among the sites that no one site can be said to 
have an appreciably higher vulnerability to disturbance from micro-
wave facilities than the other sites, except when comparing new sites 
to existing ones. 
Concerning the new substation facilities, the Moose River site appears 
to be a preferable choice to the Jackman site. The latter has a highter 
potential for utilization by deer and otner game species. It also 
is slightly more remote and less disturbed than the Moose River site, 
which is close to Route 201. 
No site-specific impacts can be identified for the remaining sub-
stations. Impacts described above will occur almost uniformly at all 
sites. Utilization of existing sites will, of course, cause less 
impact than development of new sites. In summary, no ecological re-
source of significant regional or local importance is known to be pre-
sent at any of the sites of substation development, so impact magni-
tude will be minor. 
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impact prediction: 
link narratives and tables 
4.6 Link narratives and Tables. 
4.6.1 Introduction 
In the pages following, impacts are expressed in qualitative and 
semi-quantative ways by three kinds of tables: 
The table "Impact Assessment; Qualitative" analyzes nine basic para-
meters related to corresponding ones in the tables in section 3.6 
entitled "The Existing Environment: Qualitative". These factors 
include: 
Disturbance Impact. Basically, this is the same score assigned to 
the parameter "Remoteness" in the earlier tables. This assumed that 
the more remote an area was, the more sensitive its wildlife would 
be to factors that might disturb them. In situations where a snow-
mobile trail is known to cross the proposed right-of-way (as indicated 
by a minus sign in the relevent mile next to the remoteness score), 
the disturbance score was increased one point both within that mile 
and in the one mile preceding and following. 
Aquatic Impacts were rated on a l-to-5 scale as explained in section 
2.2.9.4. 
Habitat Change was rated on a l-to-5 positive and negative scale. 
The numbers shown are analogs for the percentage change shown in the 
tables "Impact Assessments: Qualitative". The percent changes were 
converted to the l-to-5 scale by taking a frequency distribution, as 
explained in section 2.3.6. 
Potential impacts on other features are indicated simply by an "X" 
in the appropriate mile. 
In the link narratives, scores are converted to the terms "slight" 
(=1), "low" (=2), "moderate" (=3), "high" (=4), or "very high"/ 
"severe" (=5). The judgement relating to the extent of alteration 
of adjacent plant communities is based on Table 4—1. The judgement 
relating to the effect of disturbance on wildlife is based on the re-
moteness score. 
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Link 1 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably slight. The most important miles on this link for potential 
rare plant habitat are probably 2, 7, 11, 12, and 13. Alteration of 
the adjacent plant communities might be greatest in mile 8. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species, 
on the habitat of most "species of concern," and on the habitat of 
all wildlife species taken as a whole, will be moderately positive. 
The magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will 
strongly depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and 
the specific ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations 
in this link. The potential for increased disturbance is probably 
high, while the effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife in 
this link will probably be moderate. The most important miles in 
terms of impact on wildlife through habitat change and disturbance are 
9, 14, 15, and 16. 
Aquatic Resources: The majority of the streams in Link 1 are 
crossed perpendicularly by the right of way and would be moderately 
impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. From Mile 0.3 to 1.0, 
Petite Brook, a high quality trout stream is paralleled by the line 
and lies within the right of way. Both the stream and the wetland 
would be severely impacted by the disturbance or removal of wetland 
or streamside vegetation during construction activities and sediment 
and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: In addition to the standard mitigation procedures for 
the protection of aquatic ecosystems, the right of way in Mile 1 
should be aligned so that Petite Brook is crossed perpendicularly. 
Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts named above 
should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this report. 
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urates Oiraifiisirrniossiieini i 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
D> 1 
of 
1 
Impact Assessments --Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 1 
Length: 16.9 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 8 9 | 1 0 111 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 l 1 6 1 . 1 7 1 8 1 9 2 0 T o t a l s 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I i i 1 i Z 1 1 I 1 
—OBLIQUELY 
PARALLELED i / 
L A K E S 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE L 1 1 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 1 1 Z 
| i ) ) i t e l ! ^ y / / l ! J i [ i ^ l i n ) S d i w o l l I L a f e s l l i r a i n i t M i i i s s i i c o i n i - I E J L S , 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
P l f m 1 o f 
1 
Link 1A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably negligible. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species, 
on the habitat of most "species of concern," on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be negligible. The magnitude 
and direction of all these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on 
the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological 
factors now limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The 
potential for increased disturbance, and the probable effect of any 
disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link are moderate. 
Aquatic Resources: There are no streams, wetlands, or lakes to be 
impacted in Link 1A. 
Mitigation: Mitigation of all the significant terretrial impacts 
named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this 
report. 
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Impact Assessments:Qual i tat ive Link no. 1A 
Ecological Resources Length: 0.2 mi. 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 TOTAL SCORE / M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 
— 
O. 6 3 . o o 
AQUATIC 
STREAM IMPACT 
- - — 
0 0 
LAKE IMPACT 0 O 
WETLAND IMPACT O o 
WILDLIFE 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN + l o.:2_ +1 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES -I 0-2. - * - / 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES O.2. -f / 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 
— 
O -
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
BOTANICAL 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 
0 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
iiif«ini Sdhiooll P a l t e liii^ irosmiissfan) - fM%> li^^ij^diilpr 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes i 
Impact Assessments :Quarititative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 1A 
Length: 0,3 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 1 2 13 1 4 15 1 6 17 1 8 19 2 0 T o t a l s 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE y t u 
— 
196. C, 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION z:i 
— — 
2. 7 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 4.8 
— 
4 9 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE % 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE V * % 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 3Hl 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 1.7 \n 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 3.L 3.(0 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE rl,°l + /.? 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE <-0.5 + 0,5% 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
- — — 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 311.3 
— 
3 V / . 3 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION IS 
— 
IS 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION l.L z.c 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE V 3 + 0.3% 
Jifi^ dlin) Sdto©[! ILakis I w i m m i ^ kicO), D> 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
l f(Qp©ft 1 
of 
1 
Impact Assessments:Qualitative Link no. 1B 
Ecological Resources Length: 0.3 mi. 
i 
-J > 
SUMMARY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 TOTAL 
SCORE 
/MILE 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 
0. 9 3.oo 
AQUATIC 
STREAM IMPACT 
— 
0 O 
LAKE IMPACT 
0 O 
WETLAND IMPACT 0 O 
WILDLIFE 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN +- | o . 9 + 3 HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES O. 3 •+• 1 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES f I O.b + 2. 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT O — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
BOTANICAL 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 
0 -
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Hldfe^P mrnto Sdtodl P altes lirairosiriniiissifeiii) - inJLS, li ^ mjf^t 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative Link no. 1A 
Ecological Resources Length: 0.2 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 | 1 0 111 1 2 1 3 | 1 4 1 5 1 6 | 1 7 | 1 8 1 9 2 0 T o t a l s 
S T R E A M S NONB 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY 
—OBLIQUELY 
PARALLELED 
L A K E S fJoNE 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
21/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED• 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S Mane 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
m w ®llln) S ^ :/f2llA\(DS ucOVi 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 
1 
Link 1A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably negligible. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be negligible. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern" will be moderately positive. Impacts on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be slightly positive. The 
magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will strongly 
depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and the specific 
ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations in this link. 
The potential for increased disturbance, and the probable effect of 
any disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link are moderate. 
Aquatic Resources: There are no streams, wetlands, or lakes to be 
impacted in Link IB. 
Mitigation: Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts 
named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this 
report. 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitative Link no. 1B 
Ecological Resources Length: 0.2 mi 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 1 2 13 1 4 15 16 | 17 1 8 19 2 0 T o t a l s 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE im 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION z.t 2.3 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 
— — 
-
- — — NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE V o 
— 
Z.o 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 7 • o 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE mo \H7.o 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION l.i 1.2 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 3,(, 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 1.2 + 1% 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE hi + n % 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
— 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE Ml.1 .m.i 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION IS 
— 
/• 5" 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION Z.t 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE + I.I 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE + 0.$% 
|(3fi©few//ILillrMv©[l[n] S©to©(] L i f e S 'fe[r)]Sinn)OSSt)©[n) - IE1S, 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 
1 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative Link no. 1B 
Ecological Resources Length: 0.3 mi. 
i 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 | 4 5 l 6 7 8 9 | 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 | 1 3 | 1 4 | 1 5 | 1 6 1 7 1 8 | 1 9 | 2 0 T o t a l s 
S T R E A M S Y^/VE 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY 
—OBLIQUELY 
PARALLELED 
L A K E S /VIitfE 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED-
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
IP^tel^y/iLjiif^iin) Scdtodl Lcites 'tainitMistjioini - IEJI.S. 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Propeii; h 
1 
Link 1A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably negligible. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be slightly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species 
of concern" and on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of 
all these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative 
maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now 
limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The potential for 
increased disturbance is probably high, while the effect of any 
disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be 
moderate. 
Aquatic Resources: The Fish River is crossed perpendicularly by the 
right of way and would be moderately impacted. 
Mitigation: No special procedures other than the standard mitigation 
measures for the protection of aquatic ecosystems are indicated. 
Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts named above 
should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this report. 
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Impact Assessments:Qualitative Link no. 1C 
Ecological Resources Length: 0.9mi. 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 TOTAL S C O R E / M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 
1 3.0, ¥.00 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 3.3 3 
LAKE IMPACT 
O O 
WETLAND IMPACT 
O O 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN 2. 7 -i-3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES f) -1 I. 8 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES + 1 -1 
— 
2. - 7 + 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 0 — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 
0 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
krnM) SdhTOll II -^ llko^ ©' ilimiini^ inTiiii^ i^ate^ ni -1: i,11,1A, l i t e i j ^ 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments Quant i tat ive Link no. 1 C 
Ecological Resources Length: 1.2 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 | 17 | 1 8 1 9 2 0 T o t a l s 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE mi MZ6 lot i. 7 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION ZOS 0$ ZL\. 3 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION J5.8 13 — — — 
35-, | 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
•h 
13.3 ^ I J . 0 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE V U 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE UM, 75C.3 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 12, <o OS 13.1 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 25.5 1,0 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE Jz.'f -t/s.V 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE ni 0 + 1.7% 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
— — 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE mn CM 
— 
532.7 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION \0.b 0-4 U.o 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 18.2. on 18,1 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE *U +0.3 + 7.1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE + j.r 
r®o©lksy//ILii[f)X(j©[|ini Sdtodl Imhm lltetnismossta ° EiL.il 1 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Pi rap 1 
o f 
1 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative Link no. 1C 
Ecological Resources Length: 0.9 mi. 
A Q U A T I C R E S O U R C E S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 111 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 | 1 6 l 1 7 1 8 1 9 2 0 T o t a l s 
S T R E A M S 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I / 
—OBLIQUELY 
PARALLELED 
L A K E S 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 HI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S HOVE 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
li jiii«))l!ih) Sdhroll LUfes lirainismostjm - li iJLS. 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 1 
Link 1 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably moderate. The most important miles on this link for potential rare 
plant habitat are probably 2, 3, 10, 11, 14, and 15. Alteration of 
the adjacent plant communities might be greatest in miles 2, 3, 4, 
and 10. Of special concern is a ledge at M10-11. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern," and on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of 
all these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative 
maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now 
limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The potential for 
increased disturbance is probably moderate, while the effect of any 
disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be high. 
The most important miles in terms of impact on wildlife through 
habitat change and disturbance are 3, 15, 16, and 17. The deer 
wintering areas located at 7.0-7.2 and 11.5-11.7 will be impacted 
either positively or negatively depending on their exact orientation 
with respect to the right of way at the time of construction. 
Aquatic Resources: In Link 2, two streams, two wetlands, and three 
lakes would be severely impacted, and two streams and four wetlands 
would be highly impacted. From Mile 0.7 to 3.2, the right of way 
parallels and is immediately adjacent to Petite Brook, a high quality 
trout stream. This distance, more than half the length of the 
stream, would be severely impacted by both the transmission line 
construction and access road construction. One-half mile of Wheelock 
Brook, also a high quality trout stream, would be severely impacted 
(M 10.0-10.5) where the stream is paralleled and lies within the 
right of way. The streamside wetland on Wheelock Brook (M 10.0) in 
this area would also be severely impacted. All three lakes in 
Link 2 are long, narrow lakes (M 3.2-3.9, M 5.6-6.5, M 10.5-11.4). 
The transmission line right of way parallels and is directly adja-
cent to half the shoreline of each lake. This location of the right 
of way would severely impact all three lakes. 
Mitigation: Because Link 2 follows a long narrow valley in which lie 
three lakes and numerous wetlands and streams, slight adjustments of 
the right-of-way alignment to raise it up from the valley floor would 
not significantly mitigate its impact, since all sediment and herbi-
cide runoff would still be channeled into the water bodies. The best 
mitigation would be to use the alternative Link 1 rather than Link 2. 
Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts named above 
should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this report. 
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Impact Assessments:Qual i tat ive Link no. 2 
Ecological Resources Length: 17.7mi 
SUMMARY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 TOTAL 
SCORE 
/MILE 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 5 V 3 H 3 3 3 H 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5&-0 3. 1 7 
AQUATIC 
STREAM IMPACT 5 3 3 /3 3 5" 
3 / 
/H 3 H- 39 2.20 
LAKE IMPACT 5" S~ s /sr o.es 
WETLAND IMPACT 5- 3 3 3 S" H- * 3S- t. 93 
WILDLIFE 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN t l +l + l + I + l t l n n t | + l + / t l t l S3 + 3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES f +• + l t | t | + | t Z fz + l H t l H + l t l 7 I -h-Cf 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES 4-I -tl t l t l t l t l t1 n t i tl tl t | t l t l t l •H S3 •+ 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT X X 2. — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
BOTANICAL 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X X X X X X <0 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
JrM»l]in) Sdtodl H afes'IiiirosiFiniiissibiri) - PIILS, li^ ii^ pdi: 1 
o f Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 1 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative Link no. 2 
Ecological Resources Length: 17,0 mi 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1 4 15 16 17 18 1 9 2 0 T o t a l s 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE im JZ31S mi /<?yr.7 mi A mz 1115 !0*o. 7 Wit 7 m.i ws foot, /ceoi 0/2.1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 47.? 48.7 414 
IZ.Ic 
w 
4Z.S 41 iEl 
7Z.3 
sr. 7 4'8.0 rr.i (4.1 10.3 P.b £ J 6 . 3 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION Ll>e 18.1 72.<° ifn 
r 
Z4.) 
7/.6 
2t.3 
m 
-h 
£5} 
f 23 
50.3 70.0 i f , 8 34-3 Z5,b n.e> tlA 100 /.I 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE li:z-
+ JO •( V 
4-
he 
4-
/fx hs V 
f</.g + 3 U B 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +1.1 
4. A-l.Z t l-h % U 1.2 •h 1.1- t-0.1 1.0 + 2.0 Z 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 791.5 1101.1 133 S.I MOO W.I 13IM 151.0 ms 77V, 0 tfi.l 1075.3 S17.0 m,°{ 722.1 SVi.i-7 in 161.1 WS7.0 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 32. i HS.7 n\- 33.2. 11A 2t,3 m 2°I<Z H5,\ 33.5 23.3 i\.i 8.3 7.0 IU 7.3 H61.1 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 50M WH HU 5H.1 5H.L 51,0 L0.% 5U 51,1 57.i 11.3 13.1 zo.7 l5,o 155.2 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +10.1 +/0.7 +27.1 +Ui +31-1 +21.1 +15,5 +H.3 rlU +11.0 +6.1 +9.5 Y1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +2.3 Ho V s t3.0 h.i +2,2 +1.7 +IS ni hi 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 5021 38&.1 75 tl 63ki 751.% 7iS.o 713,% 571-1 w.z W-1 mn 
20.1 
(,1Vf 
lt.1 
722,1 550.% SoH.1 551-1 7o7.<o 10S12S 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION lo,o M m 18.3 l\.% 21.1 20.1 22.% 10.5 U $.5 z.t t.z 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION V2.3 3%l 36,1 31.1 W.t, 3 7,1 W Hs.l 37.C, Ho.% 19.5" 13.1 1.5 IU K1.7 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +/S.1 Ho.i 1ni +17.1 +17.5 +16.1 +H-1 +I1C, +/5,0 +ioH V l +I7.F '9.0 \.o Hz 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE V.3 H.s 
f2.7 +ZA +2.3 +3M '2 . 2 Hi ni f0.% +U 
Oii©lks^ /[Loui]€@h S©to©ll Lafes Irainisffinfissiioini - EJLS. IPiropdt: 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 
1 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 2 
Length: 17.7 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 |10 111 12 13 14 15 l 16 17 18 19 2 0 T o t a l s 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR I J 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I I I 1 G 
—OBLIQUELY I 1 £ 
PARALLELED I - I 2 ' 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED / I 1 
£1/4 Ml. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED• 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I I I 1 1 £ 
BELOW CENTERLINE I I i 3 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
D) rjfv ) ),, 11 S©to@ll Lalkss Irainisinnifissiiofn) - If 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Link 1 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably moderate. The most important mile of this link for poten-
tial rare plant habitat is probably 9. Alteration of the adjacent 
plant communities might be greatest in miles 2, 3, 8, and 10. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern," and on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of 
all these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative 
maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now 
limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The potential for 
increased disturbance and the probable effect of any disturbance on 
sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be moderate. The most 
important miles in terms of impact on wildlife through habitat change 
and disturbance are 1, 2, 3, and 7. The deer wintering areas located 
at Miles 3.6-3.8, 4.0-4.1, 6.6-7.1, and 7.5-7.6 will be impacted 
either positively or negatively depending on their exact orientation 
with respect to the right of way at the time of construction. 
Aquatic Resources: Most of the streams are crossed perpendicularly 
by the right of way and could be moderately impacted. The one stream-
side wetland is upstream from the right of way and could be moderately 
impacted. 
Mitigation: No special procedures other than the standard mitigation 
measures for the protection of aquatic ecosystems are indicated. 
Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts named above 
should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this report. 
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Impact Assessments:Qualitative Link no. 3 
Ecological Resources Length: 11.1 mi. 
SUMMARY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 TOTAL SCORE _/_MILE 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 
H 3 3 H H H 3 3 39. 8 3.5*8 
AQUATIC 
STREAM IMPACT 
/ 3 
\3/ 
1 3 3 
3 X 
/ 3 3 3 
3 / 
/.3 3.2.<+ 
LAKE IMPACT 
O O 
WETLAND IMPACT 3 3 0.27 
WILDLIFE 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN f | +J +-) t z n 1-1 H Yl f | Yl +-I 3 3 * 3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES " I +l +Z n + 1 f j +1 + 2 +2 V 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES - I + 1 + 1 \ i f l H -tl w +l +l 3 3 + 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT X X :< X H- — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
BOTANICAL 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X / — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
u m h ) S c d t o d l I L a i t e s Ifeiiriisinriiiissife))!!!) •• I: iJL?\ h ^ f m r i i ; 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 3 
Length: 107 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1 4 1 5 | 1 6 17 18 19 2 0 T o t a l s 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE IOOA,6 \z 7Z.I 'HI? 3 07J.O Dll-l ?06S 
— — 
l^SH.G 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION I13 317 4SX •41-1 ITS 
ziM 
\ o 
si;7 /7.7 43^.0 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION i u 4S.4 l\.o (.0.0 e^-t. I 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE h W 2 1 1 to 
4-
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE V-s V , 
+ 
J.4 
+IS 
+ 
on ^ + 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
— — 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE I7V/.7 1/57.1 m.% 65-2.7 ZS5M W.J W.I 7/7? 537.3 1CIG.D 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 13.1 33-S 63,1. 30.5 31-S" n.c, a. 3 3?.7 37,0 3I.2 ll.O 
— HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION HO 343 (MM V5-.3 Cos ll 1 HZHS 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE U n s tzs.i V.7 +ZI. 1 +S.7 + 151.L 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE Vol 
r0.o1 V i *J.<T HS */.« 1.0 +3,0 +1.7 +I.L + U % 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE llll.l loi.i Ha.o 135.% 551.1 (.55.? 113.7 13 oM 107. i 
— — 
6057.L, 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION r.o ll.O i j . t US 17.2 $•1 £3.5" ll, 0 23.0 1 n ^ 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION l<\. 1 15.<\ HI- 3 311 1 IS 73.3 Ho;3 H0.1 
+17.1 
IH.I 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +UH m.i 
+/7.a +14,1 H.L + 151.1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +0.H h.o <"3.6 Hi V ? 
f3.<i flS 
S^ illl/ilSIMSS F fl Ltnnllu'.jOi lD)iiccitey//ILfi[/m®l][ni Sdtodl 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 
1 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 3 
Length: 11.1 mi. 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 l 3 I 4 5 6 7 8 9 | 1 0 | 1 1 1 2 13 14 15 1 6 . 1 7 1 1 8 19 2 0 T o t a l s 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY 2 3 1 1 1 1 il 
—OBLIQUELY I 1 
PARALLELED 
LAKES Move 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 1 1 
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Link 4 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably moderate. Alteration of the adjacent plant communities 
might be greatest in miles 10, 21, 26, 28, 32, 40-42, and 46. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species, 
on the habitat of most "species of concern," and on the habitat of all 
wildlife species taken as a whole, will be moderately positive. The 
magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will strongly 
depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and the specific 
ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations in this link. 
The potential for increased disturbance is probably slight, while the 
effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will 
probably be moderate. The most important miles in terms of impact on 
wildlife through habitat change and disturbance are 5, 6, 10, 26, 28, 
31, 38-42, and 46. The deer wintering areas located at Miles 4.5-
5.6, 11.6-11.9, 25.5-25.9, 28.3-28.8, and 30.5-30.7 will be impacted 
either positively or negatively depending on their exact orientation 
with respect to the right of way at the time of construction. Of 
special concern are the standing snags of a regenerating burn north 
of Cunliffe Brook near M 30.5. 
Aquatic Resources: The streams are crossed perpendicularly or 
obliquely by the right of way and could be moderately impacted. 
The south branch of West Twin Brook is paralleled by the right of way 
from M 5.3-7.0 at a distance of at least one-eighth of a mile. The 
stream could be severely impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
The wetlands are all small-sized and would be moderately impacted. 
The right of way is one-quarter mile away from Blue Pond (M 22.9) 
and follows the watershed divide. Blue Pond could be moderately 
impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection 
of aquatic ecosystems should be adhered to, with special care taken 
in the vicinity of the south branch of West Twin Brook (Mile 5-7) to 
avoid sediment runoff during construction. Mitigation of all the 
significant terrestrial impacts named above should follow the guide-
lines of Section 6.0 of this report. 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 4 
Ecological Resources Length: 45.7mi. 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 T O T A L 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT I 2 2- 2 Z Z 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 ? 2 2 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 5 3 3 3 
LAKE IMPACT 
WETLAND IMPACT 2 J H- / J 2 3 2 2 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN H + 1 H W + / W - I + / t l + l + J +- I t l +• I H 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES • W W + 1 + 1 + / W + / t / i-l + / + / + 1 + 1 w + • 2 + l 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES + 1 + 1 w H + 2 v l w rl +-I t l + 1 + l + ! + l 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT X" * 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 4 
Ecological Resources Length: 45.7 mi. 
I -J CTi 
S U M M A R Y 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 4 2 5 2 6 2 7 2 8 2 9 3 0 31 3 2 3 3 3 4 3 5 3 6 37 3 8 3 9 4 0 > T O T A L S C O R E | _ / M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 3 3 3 3 3 J 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 2 3 3 3 J 2 3 3 3 3 3 
LAKE IMPACT 3 
WETLAND IMPACT 2 3 3 3 3 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN -W -I f l H H - / W H + ) + / - I •H - / - I '1 -1 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES +-I w t-l H w H - / H +•/ rl H w 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES • H Yl - H +- ! W - I + / + / H J- l + 1 + 1 - 1 f I H 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT X" K" X- >< X X X 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 4 
Ecological Resources Length; 45.7mi 
S U M M A R Y 4 1 
— 
4 2 
4 3 4 4 4 5 
~r 
4 6 4 7 4 8 4 9 5 0 51 5 2 5 3 5 4 5 5 5 6 5 7 
-
5 8 
— — I 
5 9 60 T O T A L 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 3 3 3 3 2 • <&/ 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 3 70 / . S 3 
LAKE IMPACT 3 0 . 0 7 
WETLAND IMPACT 3 ! .09 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN i - I +-Z - / - 1 13 7 *3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECI2S +- I - H + - I rl H / 3 7 ->-3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES H H +-J •Hi 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT / 0 — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT O — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 0 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
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Impact Assessments Quant i ta t ive Link no. 4 
Ecological Resources Length: 45.1 mi 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 111 1 2 1 3 1 4 15 16| 17 18|19 2 0 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE mi im.4 log). 3 nm \z<n.s lnf.4 lo^s 9*3.1 '/-/I4 /y/7.4 "XT. | \l4iA as 1.1 Duo IJWZ mr.3 UZ2M 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION X4 ill 37B Zl.b 
ZIA 
+ 
i4.e 
II-7 hf.f ZSo zej 3/6 Zf.fe Jf.6 331 21, J 44$ JM 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION m 64.1 5-J.f 
70.z 
7-S.to 
to. 7 
40-1 
+ 
'•3 
t Zo.<o 
44.1 4ZJ 31. & Z 9.0 31.4 57. O 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE %3 
+ f 
/J.3 
t 
to.z 'ix U 
t y>. 7 /f.fc 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE i-3 U 
f-
o.b V e 
+ 
3.o 
•h 
1 . O V 
f-
/ • / 
r It l.o 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 7m 7lo.o 732.5 713.1 1011.5 730.3 SfrS.I iiO.I S2i.\ 10311 soy.j 77?.] 711.o 121-1 iii.l i'U.I 731.1 7K.1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION JZ.L 27.7 21M ilH t.% 10,1 m \7A TF.L 37."? (7.6 io.i 2.1 I0S M (3,3 Ho.o 11.5 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION HI.1 IF.L 10, I ns l5,0 11.3 $o.n 3LA W f 32,1 21-1 3 M 22.1 US IS.1 37,5 21.7 67.0 ys-5 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 21,3 +UI fID.7 +15. I +(..1 m +IU fn. 5 V l +75".? +/2.3 +73,1 no m +17. v +1U 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE hn %l r1.5 +U U %o V 0.4 +1.1 
+/.7 Ho +15 ni +IH 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 51S.1 501.3 593.3 511.1 MM iU5 5W.0 3SU mt> mis itl-S 177A (17.3 lou 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION \n ns 15. 3 10,7 5.7 7.5 /Z.3 ;5".o 11.3 to.S 12.1 IZ.t 7,3 S.L 7.* 7.C, /y.y lb (. IlH LH.1 
XIA 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 3IX 3U n.s in 10.7 12.1, J2.0 24,3 3V.5 US 13W /4.0 15,1 13.1 US U.7 111 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE hs +13.1 +1.1 n . 3 m +//.3 +IZ.1 m +/0.4 +6.7 +1.1-H - l +tz.3 +U +IV.I +1Z.5 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE f 3 .0 +1,1 +0.1 +11 +1.1 *3.0 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitative Link no. 4 
Ecological Resources Length: 45,1 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 (28( 29 30(31 32 33 34 35 36 37 - » 38 j 39 |40j Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
HM.Z EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 1811 IW°L IU4X 9SL.S 1174.0 1031.1 IJV.I / ifcj.t ins. 3 137\Z W.Z IZ20.J IP 3Z 
91 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 53.e Y>I JS~.E> JTLS 35. 7 24.1 33 & 18.'R S I 5? 7 Z7.g ZZA 17.7 SI. Z 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION CI.U 4f.Z M 00. <o 77.6 FO.O 
V 3 
4Z.0 
} 
4S.Z 11.0 7.7 47.3 J8.c IZ.I 23.7 >7.1 ZLA 10.5 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE H.E W *IZ.A R3L0 
+ y- f 14.1 V V - L V i V r X I 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 
4-
L.O 1 4 
+ • 
L-Z 
+ 1.1 O.I 1.6 
+ 
13 
y-O-l ViT f '•3 R O.I, +• 0.3, 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
M?\ EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 156.1 M . 3 A U IOFT.1 111.1 M I W L M L IOM W2 MTL.1 H3I,7 IIOU m? 1(31.1 
5L.\ 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION I 1.1 M 31.7 3^ .3 41.1 31.1 LH,5 35,1 23.S 12.1 31.6 15.% 11.% jU 13.2 10,0 IL.O 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 3H-1 34.1 LO.% 5-S.I 37-7 31.7 31,1 3
1/.! 26.5- 35">7 31,7 11.1 //,? I.L 53-T 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE H I %1 ~OM 17.1 -A3 TII A -25.8 +0.1 •0,1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +1.1 +on +0,1 H I N.I 7.03 W ~0.1 +U o.o 3 6.0Z +0M 0.3 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
7.25,0 
J.? 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 535.5 5L0.1 5HS.1 133.1 HIO.L STI.O Ui.C £275 5/3.7 
(3,3 
537.0 £33./ SVC.? 721.7 C.3VS 1HS.1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION IF.3 13.Z 23.7 LZ.5 13.1 \$.0 11.7 H.O /O.I 1M 3.1 7,1 13,1 
M 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 33.1 M 25.7 M 11,7 MF M ZtS 17,? v./ 25,1 22, fr 20,1 17.5 14.1 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE + M +n,s *I2,5 +!U +IU +13.1 HE +11.1. FWN +11,1 VOL +V,1 +U + U f/?.7 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE N.1 +I.\ H I +U " I S +1-7 +1,0 N I +IM 0^,3 M +IL +1.3 ^.7 \OS +1.1 +IH 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 4 
Length: 45.1 mi. 
W I L D L I F E I M P A C T 4 1 4 2 43 4 4 4 5 4 6 4 7 4 8 4 9 5 0 51 5 2 5 3 5 4 5 5 | 5 6 5 7 5 8 ] 5 9 6 0 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 1131.1 urn9ee.o leoo 11903 /57. 7 fOILG.l 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 3os 3ciS )9.Z 7.4 
44A 
J.3 IZ-/07 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 47.8 AS 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE %.o 
+ A-17.0 h'10<f. Z-
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE *(A + A ' 4 Z 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
1017.1 EXISTING HABITAT VALUE IOtt.1 1355:7 7ton 7ft .1 WJ.5 Ho, 173.1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 35.1 H7.C 10.1 17.3 n.i V.2 / 0 3 5~.3 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 3 £ 3 %7 36.1 33.5 3 m 3W IHlH.S' 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE ns.i 
fILl +Z.7 + 151.1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 0,03 ~oM n. 1 O.f, + l . l ° ? o 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 5HU ilS.o (.1,1.0 5T1.0 577.1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION li>7 J5.fi> 13.t ll.H 11.1 / • / 5C,<5.°1 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 25.1 25.1 ll.O \0c1M , 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +IC. 1 f10,5 Vov l . s + W V.5 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE n s n.i V.z U * Hi Hi 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitat ive Link no. 4 
Ecological Resources Length: 45.7 mi. 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 I 4 5 1 6 1 7 8 9 |10 111 12113 14| 15| 16 17 18 19|20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I I 1 1 i — > 
—OBLIQUELY 
I — * 
PARALLELED 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED-
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I 1 I I i 
BELOW CENTERLINE I I 
ABOVE CENTERLINE l i — > 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitat ive 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 4 
Length: 45.7 mi. 
A Q U A T I C R E S O U R C E S 21 2 2 23 2 4 2 5 2 6 27 2 8 2 9 3 0 31 3 2 3 3 3 4 3 5 3 6 3 7 38' 3 9 ' 40 Totals 
S T R E A M S 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 1 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY 1 1 1 / / / 1 ) 1 
—OBLIQUELY 1 1 I — ^ 
PARALLELED 
L A K E S 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 111. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED• 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I I 
BELOW CENTERLINE 1 1 
ABOVE CENTERLINE I 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitat ive 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 4 
Length: 45.7 mi 
A Q U A T I C R E S O U R C E S 411 4 2 4 3 4 4 4 5 4 6 4 7 4 8 4 9 5 0 51 5 2 5 3 5 4 ' 5 5 ' 5 6 ' 5 7 5 8 5 9 \eo Totals 
S T R E A M S 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR / 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I / 17 
—OBLIQUELY 
1 
PARALLELED 
L A K E S 
3 BELOW CENTERLINE i 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 1 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 111. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 1 II 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
H 
ABOVE CENTERLINE ' 3 
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Link 10A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably slight. The most important miles on this link, for potential 
rare plant habitat are probably 4, 9-, 24, 28, and 29-. Alteration of 
the adjacent plant communities might be greatest in miles 2-4, 
6, 16, 19-26, and 37. Of special concern are 74 acres of cedar swamp. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern" will be slightly positive. Impacts on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be moderately positive. The 
magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will strongly 
depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and the specific 
ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations in this link. 
The potential for increased disturbance is probably slight, while the 
effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will 
probably be moderate. The most important miles in terms of impact on 
wildlife through habitat change and disturbance are 4, 14-16, 19-25, 
28, 38, and 39. The deer wintering areas located at Miles 8.1-8.6 and 
19.6—19.8 will be impacted either positively or negatively depending on 
their exact orientation with respect to the right of way at the time of 
construction. Of special concern is the Big Bog-Little Bog-Sweeney Bog 
complex two miles from the route near M 28-35. 
Aquatic Resources: The streams are crossed perpendicularly or 
obliquely by the right of way and would be subject to low to moderate 
impacts. The wetlands are all small and would be subject to moderate 
impacts from the disturbance and removal of aquatic vegetation during 
construction activities and from sediment and herbicide runoff. 
From Mile 23.0 to 24.5, the right of way is one-quarter mile from 
the northwest shore of Baker Lake, a high quality brook trout and 
salmon lake, and crosses a number of small tributaries and the out-
let, the Baker Branch of the St. John River. The tributaries and 
outlet are important spawning areas for the salmon and brook trout 
in Baker Lake, and would be particularly sensitive to sedimentation 
impacts during the fall spawning season. 
Mitigation: In addition to the standard mitigation procedures for 
protection of the aquatic ecosystems, special care should be taken 
to reduce sediment runoff in the vicinity of Baker Lake (Miles 22-25) 
to negligible levels. No construction activity which would cause 
sediment runoff should occur during the fall salmon and brook trout 
spawning seasons. Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial 
impacts named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 
of this report. 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 5 
Ecological Resources Length: 38.6mi 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 T O T A L 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 1 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 2- 2- 2_ 2 3 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 2 3 /3 
2 / 
/ 2 - 3 3 
LAKE IMPACT 
WETLAND IMPACT 3 3 3 3 3 3 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN -I -H • H -1 + 1 -1 H -1 -J - / - \ 'I + - 2 - / - / - / +-I H - / - / 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES rt + 1 fZ +Z w W + Z W f l H + / t / W +"2 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES + 1 + J f l f 1 + 1 + 1 • H •H H H H 1 / F I H 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT X >< 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 5 
Ecological Resources Length: 38.6mi. 
S U M M A R Y 4 21 2 2 2 3 2 4 2 5 2 6 2 7 2 8 2 9 3 0 3 1 3 2 3 3 3 4 3 5 3 6 3 7 3 8 3 9 4 0 T O T A L 
S C O R L 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 1 Z 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 "2. 3 2 3 3 3 101 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 3 3 2. 5b /, +S-
LAKE IMPACT * ¥ O. J o 
WETLAND IMPACT /3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 /. / f 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN -I -1 1 - 1 - 1 •H H -J +-] + 1 + l - 1 + 1 + 2 +-1 v l + 1 -J "I 77 + 2. 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES +-3 H H rl +•1 +1 f j H H f j W + ! /5" 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES H H + 1 + 1 +-) + 1 H H H H H +•1 H H H -1 / / & + 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT S" — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X xr X S~ — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
iiliwih) Sd l iM 1«J. i m m m i1 .niiiiv >),, 11 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments sQuantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 5 
Length: 38.8mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE tm \0t>7.0 mi.o 1/^ .7 U55.1 lOjif Z277.3 Wz sms /2J6.? /wr.fc 12&.1 1304.3 mi.o m.z IZI 7.0 
J63 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 47.o 45. b 4J.1 4z.t, 3Z.3 JT3 Z0.1, 42.8 z^ .e 17-1 z?A 4?A 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION tf.l 7 i.o US (,0-0 n<j UJ 
t 
t Z.T-
4z.g S4X HI (,\A 37.6 3 U M.\ m 4S.Z 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
+-
12.6 % 3 
1.3 
Yc) t W.1 1e.y V o Ve f\Z.(c, 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE t ZS 
+ 
Z.z. 
4-
M 
t 
o.l l l +u 
4-O.oj + 1.0 +IA l.f fIA \l 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE wa.\ 245", 0 fOi.l 1121.1 10K..H 71% 3 1262.5 1323.7 10II.2. nm /fltf.l 6*7.0 loll. I nil 830.3 W.1 \mi 1231.0 
H5.3 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION HU JS.I HU 25.7 Ho.L 7-1.0 3*?. / vsw I %0 US IS. 7 2*/, m 11.3 10.% m 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION HU 53, fc so.t 15,3 Hi. 7 50.o 32.3 7-1,\ Hi.S 11.5 26,| 25.7 27.5 22.1 31.1 Hi 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +!,% +15,1 *11.1 1.5 +11.0 +21.0 -7,5 Hi "oX +1.7 Vt,0 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +I.S "oA ~0.02 "OA "0.3 ~on 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
(21.1 501.1 EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 511,5 wa 6217 V72-5-547.5 inc. W,2 (,21* 
lo.i 13.) 
40V.7 52V.0 6/5.<» 57C.t ilH-1 sni 521.1 5IC.5 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 17,5" 10.1 It.7 15,3 13.1 I5.C 20.0 2,0 it. z 10.1 70 12.1 13,5 13.7 15.1 ll.T 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 35.1 IZ.l 35.1 ,32.2 2t,l 3 I.I 3?. 6 13.0 If.t 32,1 20,3 3 W lt>.7 ,23.0 m 32,0 Zt. 3 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +I7A mo +17.1 r/5,5 +75", C, fl2.lo +7.3 7 +/0.1 m +IH.5 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +3.3 +3,<> f3.1 'J.I +1,0 +1.1 U 3 n 7 +1,5 m +1,5 m +3.1 
Totals 
Oii©key//ILIfn]©©lin] S©to@l ILafes liiinisrnTiiiissta] ° EJLS. 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
Of 
2 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 5 
Length: 38.8 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE ll®.Z IZK D II if.i Mj.3 1333.1 m.i /& fo a%.s /J22.6 0^.4 1)1.7 Ho lozcz 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION U z io.o 55". 8 47.1 173 7.0 3 M zz.z 17.6 4JJ szz ^ 3-T.^  l o l.z ! 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 48-1 4o. | (,1.7 zr.8 M.6 16.Z (1-1 So. 8 H 7 1X3 US 1 1 0 3 . 4 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 1 b s \o.b rl?3 •h , toS W W V + 1 4 . o V t "ie.e 7 6.6 rz,z U.J >3.3 + LSB. S 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 
4-
1.0 +l.o V g + -Z.I W *oS 
+ 
+L\ V g 
4 
M 
+ 3 + 0-3 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE I32I-1! ims ims 1210-0 1167.1 1020.1 w.t 1120-1 lOli.i 7J4,f 1006,0 1360.t loltM tun 235.5" im, s W.5" 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION m (,%.<> iiM n o 15,1 A 6 i u 5.0 11.1 IZ.l 16,2 nn 35.1 11.1 1.1 II. 1 u s i . H 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 1,3.1 Lo,? 30,3 H3.1 62,(, SI. % [15 II.0 31.5 11.1 12,5 Hi, 7 u.o 33,7 10,0 1.H IHU'7 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE ~n.i -3.1 -LA ~o. 3 +11,1 ~~oA H.o +20,1 H I +6.1 +25,% +l%3 +0,3 -1.7 s M i , 3 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE M "o,5 "0.5 o.o Z +0.7 +2,1 0.001 +0.L n.i +oM n z +31 £,03 ~0.L 0 , Q % 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 36U Htf.l 55-6.5 513.2 531.1 U1.6 733.0 571-1 725,3 loii.i Sll.O 1113 511-3 i m 633.5 Z 2 ,nH.\ 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 2 0,5 10,1 12,1 9.7 /5",Z lit 2 l.O i.H u 16,3 io.H 1.5 J?,7 13.6 113 3.1 3,0 517.0 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION HS3 VS.l 21.C. 31.1 37,5 36.1 is:1 !?,5 16,0 23.^  V3.5 ZH.O 30W IS, 1 i,1 I06Q,0 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE tys <23. 1 +-/Z-7 +15',<? +15.1 ' i s +3.6 +11.3 +16 +/0.1 +I5,% +3.1 +3ri + 511.0 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +5.7 +2,i +Zrt +3,0 +.l.i +0,5 +U +1.3 " W +/S +I.L +0S +0.I, + 1 . 3 % 
S© IS lliratnlSliTilllSSUOlii) I ^ J L S , (Prefect 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitat ive Link no. 5 
Ecological Resources Length: 38.6 mi. 
A Q U A T I C R E S O U R C E S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 |10|11 12 13 14 15 16.17 18 19 20 Totals 
S T R E A M S 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR I 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY / I I ] I l I i 
—OBLIQUELY l I i 
PARALLELED 
L A K E S 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
21/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I I - > 
BELOW CENTERLINE I I I - > 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
|n)it<:;lk(r:)y//P m%M Sdtod l ILsfes' iJirainisinnirisaiiOfni - H IIIJi 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 2 
Impact Assessments--Quantitative Link no. 5 
Ecological Resources Length: 38.6 mi. 
} 
A Q U A T I C R E S O U R C E S 21 2 2 2 3 2 4 [ 2 5 2 6 2 7 2 8 2 9 3 0 31 3 2 3 3 3 4 3 5 3 6 3 7 3 8 3 9 4 0 Totals 
S T R E A M S 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR I 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I I I I I I I & 
—OBLIQUELY I 
PARALLELED 
L A K E S 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I I 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 2 I I / I I I I I Z. 
BELOW CENTERLINE 3 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
rnmiu S©to@ll iLafes Tta^smtesiiai - O S , 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Propcrii; 2 of 2 
Link 10A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably moderate. The most important miles on this link for poten-
tial rare plant habitat are probably 7, 10, and 11. Alteration of the 
adjacent plant communities might be greatest in miles 3, 8, 12, 13, 
14, and 15. Of special concern is are the rock ledges of Green 
Mountain and two acres of cedar swamp. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern" and on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a whole, 
will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of all these 
impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative maintenance 
procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now limiting the 
wildlife populations in this link. The potential for increased 
disturbance is probably slight, while the effect of any disturbance on 
sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be moderate. The most 
important miles in terms of impact on wildlife through habitat change 
and disturbance are 7 and 13. 
Aquatic Resources: The right of way crosses the North Branch of the 
Penobscot River, an excellent trout stream, perpendicularly twice but 
parallels the stream, including tributaries, within one mile from 
Mile 0.5 to 9.5. The sediment runoff from these nine miles of 
right of way could be concentrated in the North Branch of the Penob-
scot River, causing a severe impact. The wetlands intersected by 
the right of way as it crosses the steep slopes of Green Mountain 
(Mile 8-10) would be highly impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Lane Pond is one-half mile away from the right of way and would receive 
sediment and herbicide runoff from one mile of the right of way 
(M 9.6-10.6). 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection of 
aquatic ecosystems should be followed with special care given to 
keep sediment runoff to negligible levels. Alternative Link 7 is 
at least one and one-half miles away from the North Branch of the 
Penobscot River and would have less of an impact on the stream than 
Link 6. Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts 
named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this 
report. 
4-91 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 6 
Ecological Resources Length: 14.7mi 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
S C O R E 
/MILE 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 3 3 i 3 3 2. 2 2- 3 3 3 3 3?. 2 2 . 6>c> 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 2 H- 3 ZH- / , <b3 
LAKE IMPACT G 
WETLAND IMPACT H- 3 4- ¥ ¥ 39 2 • fo 5" 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN \t +-.I H + 1 +1 fj M +-2 -H - / -hi +-I + + + 3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES VI Yl -H 4-1 H fl H t 2 -J-3 + 2 S-9 + H-
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES + ) +•1 1-1 H H H H f 2 •fl f l H f-t + 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 0 — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT o — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X X X 3 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 6 
Length: 14.9 mi. 
W I L D L I F E I M P A C T 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE I0S3Z 1179.0 10SD.4 lt>65.h iito.4 MB !<>n& h m 15Z. 6 142.1 72 75 m.i 573.1 1 A S 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 44.0 A).4 V.7 37.8 ZZ°l 48 \ sv.z 411 52.Z 5-6., %c> 553 b & z . l 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION tf.l W {,03 58. t S-/.0 It. 1 1 \.b 77.1 77. b ?0.z &>• 3 10 11.0 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 7 e.b V*? 
+ 
zo.s V 3 fa h.4 
t- J- + 
Z3.7 
f 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE V 4 +1.8 
•h 
Z.o 
+ 
1.1 \4 
+ 
2. Z He 
f 
5.z 
f-
ZA 
+ 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 7oi.% 795.1 lozSA mo 7 vto.t HjM ns.t MZ.1 612.1 low goo, 3 u n m 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 3 5.1 2r.i 25,1 27,1 li,5 Ho,5 13.1 m 2J.0 5"/. <oll V/7 5HIS 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 43,1 15.5 43.1 HI. 3 31./ 21,7 5i0 ft. I 10.1 S1.l> io.t 55.2 763.0 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +-/SW +10M +ILH +11. L +Z.I +13.5 +25.o +IIU 11. (r +8.0 2,0 v.? %*> + - 110,7 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE Ht +1.7 +1,0 +2,5 +1,1 rl.$ +0.1 +1.6 H7 +3,1 Hi +o,% "0.1 fa + l i l t 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
S1S.A EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 5311 151.1 (.SLl 515.1 5rot.? 53 U ISH.l m.o IIS. 1 111.1 31H.1 115,5 367.1 73 9% 7 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION m \%5 17.1 17,1 Ii,(, /</.? 9.7 10,1 13.0 23.$ i l l 21.5 10,1 13.0 20,1 213.1 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 37-5 3 HM 52 1 3I.Z 30,1 17,1 lU 3 8.5 1/tS m Hi .7 12,0 m ys.i 31:i S ^ . L 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +15,1 fl5,l +11,0 +13.5 +13,0 +7,1 +IU rni +ns +20,5 +21.1 +20.1 + 150,1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE \o 
f2.3 h, 7 +1,1 +3.1 +3,1 Hi + 3M 
l\v//|IJ[ri)©©ll[n] ° l l ' i l S r . . 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 1 
Impact Assessments :Quantitat ive Link no. 6 
Ecological Resources Length: 14.7mi. 
i <JD 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 I 4 | 5 6 7 8 9 |10 11|12 13 14 15|16|17|18|19|20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I I 1 4 
—OBLIQUELY I I 2 
PARALLELED I I 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
21/4 HI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 'i i / 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 1 I 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE l I I 2 £ 
BELOW CENTERLINE ! 3 3 7 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
-nC^ lllXNfe a (5 SdnTOll 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 1 
Link 10A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably moderate. The most important miles on this link for poten-
tial rare plant habitat are probably 13 and 15. Alteration of the 
adjacent plant communities might be greatest in miles 7, 12, 15, and 
16. Of special concern is the five-acre cedar swamp. 
Wildlife: .Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species, 
and on the habitat of most "species of concern" will be highly posi-
tive. Impacts on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of 
all these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative 
maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now 
limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The potential for 
increased disturbance is probably slight, while the effect of any 
disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be 
moderate. The most important miles in terms of impact on wildlife 
through habitat change and disturbance are 1, 2, and 16. 
Aquatic Resources: The streams are crossed perpendicularly by the 
right of way and would be impacted moderately. A medium-sized wet-
land on the Little Penobscot Brook is directly below the right of 
way and would be highly impacted. The right of way is one-quarter 
mile away from the eastern shore of Long Pond (Mile 8.5-11.5). 
Along its northeastern shore is a large wetland. The sediment and 
herbicide runoff from the three miles of right of way could severely 
impact both the lake and the wetland. 
Mitigation: To mitigate the impact of the right of way on Long Pond 
and its shoreline wetland, the alignment of the right of way could 
be moved one mile to the east in Miles 8.5 to 12.0. The standard 
mitigation procedures for protection of aquatic ecosystems should 
be followed. Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts 
named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this 
report. 
4-95 
Impact Assessments !Qual i ta t ive Link no. 7 
Ecological Resources Length: 15.5mi. 
SUMMARY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
SCORE 
/MILE 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 3 3 1 Z z z 2. 2. 3 3 3 3 3 3 39. 7 2 .5-6 
AQUATIC 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 3/ /.3 3 3 3 .3 2.H- i.srs-
LAKE IMPACT 5" S O. 32. 
WETLAND IMPACT H- 3 H- 2. H- 2. I /. 3 5" 
WILDLIFE 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN fl w +-2 •H hi -1 f 1 1 2 f-l •fl f! f l 4-I -I £2. HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES f I fl h2 hi fl f] h i fl f l fl + ] f l f 2. f-2 hi h i <o2. 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES fl f I H fl H H f l f) fl fl H fl hi W *h7 DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 0 — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
BOTANICAL 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X X 2 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Itldte^H mm/to Sdtooll I) j f e s 'ifeiinismiissiioin) - I: iJlil li^ i^i^ di; 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments .-Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 7 
Length: I5.9mi. 
W I L D L I F E I M P A C T 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
— — 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE IISI.I /w.3 won m s W3.(, »%4 (iif? HSB-I \)o\.y WA Vt4 143.1 105&& iDOl.g / 8 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 18.b Z a 3 41.1 4Z. 1 493 3 M 50PI Z6.2. 4s.o ?S3 43. ft 5IZ 50.z 544 £ 31. | 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION tl.k 71A 
k i 
•r 
ZA 
r 
ill 
f-
2.1 
80-3 
ill 
t-3.3 
40-1 
w 
77. Q, 4V7 iz.e 64 £ 746 1U <ob£ ?7<y 3 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
-h 
to. Z. \S 
+ z. 3 
/S.fe 
+ 
353 
h 
Z2.Z 
r 
177 f 340. z 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +•0.0 *on 
71-
/•3 \A 
+ • 
f3A Z.tc 
+ 
I s 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE VS.I mi 3 (.7b.I b%.7 732.1 815.5 5(1.1 775.3 T/4.Z (30.3 <051.5 %%.( toil, z 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION V.3 17.5 %b ,1 35.1 11.4 Z2.1 U.1 l5,b 171 35.3 3l.b 345 45.2. 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 21.7 US 47. b 51.0 55,4 15.5 30,7 52. b 33,1 32,3 52,0 b3.S 5b,Z 5 7.1 50. £ 7$1.0 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +4A +5,0 +21,% +20.2. +21,1 h.s +30,1 W \15.1 +lb.7 +311 +11.7 +\l~b •+ n o , o 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +1,0 +0.5 +3.4 +3.5 +u 'j.1 +0.1 +5A +1.0 +1.1 +5,\ +3.3 +1,4 +0.1 •+ 2.1% 
H A R V E S T E D SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE tni CVS.l 504% 521.1 155.0 (17.1 (If.o 
// .4 
157. b 
23.1 
42?. 1 570.? 714A 53l.b 114.4 
22,3 
193.1 153-1 
— 
8V6Z.3 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION %,<0 11.0 10,1 21,3 17. 5 23,1 13,1 13.3 10.3 24.3 21.8 17,7 Z$9.o 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION fS.5 li.o 33.1 36 3?,5 32,4 43.1 111 23,C. 23.0 n\ 45.4 HO.0 V/ 'L 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +7,4 +11,1 +IV.2 +14.1 +20,0 +10,5 +11.3 +%1 +11 +\b,% +111 +17.7 +\%4 +!%,} + 117.5 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE ri.o +1,1 +3.0 +3.1 +4.0 +2.4 +4.4 +\n Ho +1.5 +1.7 f3.1 +3X +n i-4,0 +4,0 + Z,2% 
IDifelfe^ /1U[fti©®floD @©to®l Lakes lfiraoiismossD©frii - I'-iiLSl [Propc 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
,11 1 
of 1 
Impact Assessments rQuantitative Link no. 1 
Ecological Resources Length: 15.5mi, 
i 
03 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 110 111 12 13 14 15 16.17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR l I Z 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I 2 I I £ 
—OBLIQUELY 
PARALLELED 
L A K E S 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 til. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED J i 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE \ i I l 
BELOW CENTERLINE I I I J 
ABOVE CENTERLINE ! ! i 
% iin)((®llin) Sdtooll Lafes 'llirainisinriifxsiiorri)••|i iJLS,. IPrep<? 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 1 
Link 10A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably high. The most important mile on this link for potential 
rare plant habitat is probably 8. Alteration of the adjacent plant 
communities might be greatest in miles 1, 3, and 4. Of special 
concern is the 16-acre cedar swamp. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species, 
and on the habitat of most "species of concern" will be highly 
positive. Impacts on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of 
all these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative 
maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now 
limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The potential for 
increased disturbance, and the _effect of any disturbance on 
sensitive wildlife in this link are moderate. The most important 
miles in terms of impact on wildlife through habitat change and 
disturbance are 3, 4, and 6. Of special concern is the potential 
presence of at least two species of very rare insects. 
Aquatic Resources: The right of way is one-quarter mile from the 
western shore of Canada Falls Lake from Mile 2.8-3.3 and is directly 
adjacent to a medium-sized shoreline wetland. Both the lake and the 
wetland could be highly impacted by the removal of aquatic vegetation 
during construction activities, and by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Trickey Pond is directly adjacent to the right of way and Alder Pond 
is one-quarter mile away from the right of way. Both the lakes and 
the stream connecting them would be highly impacted by sediment run-
off from construction activities and herbicide runoff. The right of 
way crosses Alder Brook and parallels it within one-quarter mile 
from Mile 8.0-10.0. Wetlands along the stream are directly adjacent 
to the right of way. The stream and the wetlands could be highly 
impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff, and by the disturbance 
and removal of aquatic vegetation during construction activities. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection of 
aquatic ecosystems should be followed. The right of way could be 
moved to the west in Mile 2.5-3.5 and to the south in Mile 8.3-10.0 
to mitigate the impacts on the wetlands there. Mitigation of all 
the significant terrestrial impacts named above should follow the 
guidelines of Section 6.0 of this report. 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 8 
Ecological Resources Length: 10.3mi 
i M O O 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL S C O R E /MILE 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 H 3 3 H H H H 37. fT 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 3 H- 3 2 0 /. 9V-
LAKE IMPACT 
H- H- ^ / 2. /, / 7 
WETLAND IMPACT 
H- 3 2 H- <+/ / V 2 8 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN f | f | - 1 - / f Z - 1 h 1 f 1 f Z h l f I ¥ / HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES 4-1 + 1 4-2 f l f l f l f 1 f l h i f l Y/ 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES + 1 f l f l f| hi hi hi h i h i f l 3/ + 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 
/ — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
(Qi - -feXC lliXWll P altes 'lllilllnisirinliissiblii) - EIII?,, l!lr(())ij(r)((;::i: 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 8 
Length: 10.4 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
— 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE llif.l nn.i IDS). 1 709.6, ffev 7<>4.i eez.b m.y /O 5 7 8 . 1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION &.Z 38.7 57.1 
7/3 
r/.i 38 f 513 4?.& 46.4 45.) Ik-i A / 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION ?3.7 SbA tol.k 7 6.1 AZ.I +-
Zl.b 
u 
&I.4 
+ 
i-
z.°t 
Si. 1 80.0 26.1 7 ±8.) 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE w k ? W 
+-
m 
+ 
Zl.t 
u 
313 
f-
j/.fo V s 2 U . O 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 1,1 1.8 <1.7 ^  + Z. 3 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 15U rns.i m.i 731.1 m.i 58/0 5W.2. 1Z6.1 352-0 
— — 
2376.V 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION Hi 21. 6 51.1 5H.0 35.7 1%3 32-<° 30.5" 11.0 /0.0 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 55.6, HH.l 51,0 S3.2 fi.1 a.H tf/.Z 5Z.6 to,^ 57Z.I 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +10,1 +H.5• 0.1 ~o,l +30,0 Ho. 3 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE HI +1.5 "0,01 0.02. +3,1 ~0,3 >1.1 V.3 *1,1 + 2,1 % 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 517s Q11.0 151.0 3Z3.1 521.4 512.5 511.7 Hi .5 
25.0 
Htf.l 
2 H.I 
(51.3 3/72. 
2,5" HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE TO ALTERATION 10.1 17,2 I7.Z | 0 Zl.o 1U 2 5.1 21.3 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION nu llM 3d,3 HI,I 33 H 13.7 H3.L H3.o <//.3 y/.r w s 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +15,1 +H,i +/U +11,5 +1U +\U +IZ1 +-I7.0 +6.0 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +3.7 +2.1 +1,1 +5,1 \3.5 + n +3S +3,1 +3,9 +U +- 3,3 % 
5ceJksy//ILBoi)©©|][ni S©to®[) Lakes I o t s i i m 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitat ive Link no. 8 
Ecological Resources Length: 10.3 mi-
I 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 I 6 7 8 9 |10 111 12 13| 14| 15l 16| 17| 18| 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR I I Z 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I z 
—OBLIQUELY i i I z 
PARALLELED 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I I 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED ! I z 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I i i I I 4 
BELOW CENTERLINE I I I 3 
ABOVE CENTERLINE I / 
|i))irfey//IUiif«ini Sdhrol l i U f e s 'llirainisinniiissitein] E l i L 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
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Link 10A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably slight. The most important miles on this link for potential 
rare plant habitat are probably 28 and 32. Alteration of the adjacent 
plant communities might be greatest in miles 1, 2, 11, 12, 29, 32, 
and 43-48. Of special concern is are the bogs and shaded rocky 
cliffs crossed by this link. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern,"and on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a whole, 
will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of all these 
impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative maintenance 
procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now limiting the 
wildlife populations in this link. The potential for increased 
disturbance is probably negligible, while the effect of any disturbance 
on sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be high. The most 
important miles in terms of impact on wildlife through habitat change 
and disturbance are 1, 2, 4, 10-12, 46-47, and 64. The deer wintering 
areas located at Miles 2.5-3.1, 7-5-7.7, 8.8-9.2, 44.8-45.4, and 
60.8-61.3 will be impacted either positively or negatively depend-
ing on their exact orientation with respect to the right of way at the 
time of construction. 
Aquatic Resources: From Mile 9.5-12.0, the right of way parallels 
Allagash Stream within one-quarter mile and crosses the stream or its 
tributaries seven times. The majority of the stream is bordered by 
high quality wetlands which are adjacent to the centerline. Both 
the stream and the wetlands would be severely impacted by sediment 
and herbicide runoff. The first Half-mile of Campbell Brook is 
paralleled by and within the right of way (M 20.5-21.1) and could 
be severely impacted by the removal of streamside vegetation, and 
sediment and herbicide runoff. Post Brook is paralleled within 
one-quarter mile for two miles (M 29.0-31.0) by the right of way. 
It could be severely impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
One-half mile of Carry Brook (M 48.2-48.7) and one-half mile of 
Williams Brook (M 51.0-51.5) lie within the right of way and could 
be severely impacted by the removal of streamside vegetation and 
sediment and herbicide runoff. The majority of the wetlands in Link 9 
are small but directly intersected by the right of way. They could 
be moderately to severely impacted by the disturbance of wetland 
vegetation and sediment runoff from construction activities. The 
right of way is less than one-quarter mile away from the northern 
shore of Tomhegan Pond (M 57.7-58.2) which could be highly impacted 
by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: In addition to the standard mitigation procedures for 
the protection of aquatic ecosystems, the alignment of the right of 
way could be altered in Miles 9—12, 21, 30-31, 49, and 52 so that the 
streams do not lie within the right of way and are not paralleled 
4-103 
closely. Where the right of way crosses or is adjacent to a wetland, 
special care should be taken during construction to avoid sediment 
runoff into and disturbance of the aquatic vegetation. Construction 
in the Wadleigh Pond watershed should not occur in fall because this 
is a critical time for the rare blueback trout. Mitigation of all 
the significant terrestrial impacts named above should follow the 
guidelines of Section 6.0 of this report. 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 9 
Ecological Resources Length: 63.6mi. 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 2 Z z z Z Z Z z z 3 3 3 3 3 1 z 2 . 2 z 2 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 <+ z 3 2. 3 3 JT 3 2 
LAKE IMPACT 3 3 J 
WETLAND IMPACT 3 <+ 3 3 H- H 3 f f X 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN - I t i - I + l h2 hi h i - I - / - i + ) h i h 2 f Z h i h i f l 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES + l f ! f l f l f 1 f I h i h i f l •hi hi H h/ f 2 . f 2 h i h i f l 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES f l f l W H hi f | hi hi H h| W h i h/ h/ fl fl W fl +1 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT X X X 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Bfete^/ll iiiiiKini SccfiKc»ll lUates'lli^ inisinniiissiioir)) - l-LILS„ ll^ipdi; 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 9 
Ecological Resources Length: 63.6 mi. 
I H O CT1 
S U M M A R Y 121 22 2 3 
<3-CM 2 5 2 6 2 7 2 8 2 9 3 0 3 1 3 2 3 3 3 4 3 5 3 6 3 7 3 8 
— 
39 
• 
4 0 ) T O T A L 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT z t 2 z 2 2- 2- 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 / 2 2-
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 5" 3 
— — 
2 2 5 " 3 3 3 3 3 3 / /3 3 
LAKE IMPACT 
WETLAND IMPACT 2./ 
A 3 3 J 3 V V- F % 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN - I v) 4-! f 2 + 1 + 1 4-1 fl f! fl 4-J 4-2 4-2 f 2 H 4-2 4- 1 4-1 - 1 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES -t-j -H 4-1 +•] + 2 4 1 4-2 4 - 2 -t-2 4-2 1-2 4-2 4-1 H +•2 H 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES 4-) 4-1 •H 4- I f 1 t| fl -hi 4- ( H +1 + 1 4-1 fl fl + 1 H 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT y X 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
l i ld te^ l i ini^dlini SdhTOll lU fes liiiiPsmiisiBnii) - l-LILS, l i ^^ ipa t i rT 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 9 
Ecological Resources Length: 63.6mi 
S U M M A R Y ' 4 1 4 2 
N 4 4 4 5 4 6 
I 
4 7 4 8 4 9 5 0 51 5 2 5 3 5 4 5 5 5 6 5 7 5 8 5 9 
1 
6 0 T O T A L 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 3 3 3 2 2 1 Z 2 3 3 3 3 3 2- 2. 2 2 3 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 5 " 5 " 3 V 3 
LAKE IMPACT H-
WETLAND IMPACT 3 3 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN -hi hi hi - / f l + 1 +J +-2 f1 + l fl fl h 2 -hi f ) 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES -hi 1 -hi H h i r Z h i h i -f 2 +-J -hi h i h 2 f I f 1 -1 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES fl h I h i hi ' f.) f 1 r Z v l + 1 fl fl fl fl f l •fl H - 1 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT X X 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
li ))irvltey//li iini@@lin) Sc tod l II a t es 'ifeirosmiissiioif)) - li. • JLS, l! 3 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 9 
Ecological Resources Length: 63.6mi 
S U M M A R Y ',61 62 6 3 6 4 6 5 6 6 67 6 8 6 9 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 TOTAL S C O R E / M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT t 1 2 IW.I Z.2.0 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 HO / . 7 3 
LAKE IMPACT 
/ 7 0. a v 
WETLAND IMPACT 3 H- io<+ /, 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN vt 191 + 3 HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES + l 1 1 + + HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES -Hi H + ] / 91 •* 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT > y 8 — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 2. — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
l i s i t e f e ^ P iiin)((®llin) Sdii i(Q)(o)ll II M m r n l i i i B i n i s i f i i i i i i s s iP i n ) 1 I: iJ l l ; ; , , 
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Impact Assessments sQuantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 9 
Length: 64,2mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16| 17 18 19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE nos-.o M& / / < « I087.fi \Z7f.) lu,- 7 m.i g.3 '3<9f7 IZ463 Hm II70.(, III u ltfe.6 Ml.3 IK<T3 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 4L& 4o.e> 3 Z3 30.Z n e J 4 3 4o.b 4zo Zo.& 33. Z 31.7 21.1 50.1 4/2 47. i 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 64.1 SS.o 481 413 51.6, 514 (.0.0 UA 31.1 11.b 45.1 7 £3 61.°! n.o 6H 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE %i h.o U.b 
•h 
IZ.l 
+ 
r\°iA 
•h 
lo.{ 
^ 
/o-b lis lb A + / r . 7 + zi.& f f- + + 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE ' / . / u +IS 1.7 +- + l.°l f- 8 + O.I 0-1 f M •t 3.Z + -r J.o + t Z.Z " f . S 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE Iffll 13 VM mi 1107.6 m.i 730.0 665.% % iU 75-1.1 m. 7 IH7.1 I3I3A W.3 W-5 51U MH £60.0 226.2 166.7 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 15.1 m It 6 31.5 izM 7,% 21,3 31.1 33.7 20,1 11.3 31.1 11.7 IS,5 nx £3.7 31-! 33.? 31.0 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION m HIS 36.1 357 12.7 3I.5 13,3 15.3 16,1 13.1 11.1 31.5 36,3 32:1 57,6 51.6 16.1 52,1 IV.\ 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +3.6 +9,3 "3.2 *lis +23.7 +//.0 +13.1 +3.6 +0.6 "2.6 +i41 +23.0 +25.5 +13.1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +0,3 "OX +0.1 0,3 +2,6 +3.1 +3,2 +1.3 '0.3 >0.1 +0.1 f0,1 +1.2 +33 +3.1 +JS +2.1 +!,7 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 517.0 1015 551,6 661.6 555.1 616.5 501.5 515.1 m 5 716.1 643.1 ni.o U3.1 562-1 >m.5 561.1 461.6 556.1 507.1 557.0 
'1ABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 17.6 13,4 11.0 HS in 1I.3 \7'h ll.l IV,0 17 10,5 12.1 11,? 22,1 11.2. 23.6 ISA 2 on 15.0 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION m n s 26,5 is.i 3o,4 llA 30,? 31,1 33.1 16,1 21.3 21,6 25,t 23,1 33.1 12.5 33.1 37,3 17,1 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +11,3 +10,1 + I3,\ fll.l f13.0 +15-.0 fl5A Y8.2 " m +110 +10, C. +1U fIZ.1 fa {16.6 <2.1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +2,1 +2,1 +1.1 +u HA +I.7 +2,1 '3.6 +1,1 +1.7 + l.°l U.O +1.% +2.1 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 9 
Length: 64.2mi. 
W I L D L I F E I M P A C T 21 2 2 2 3 2 4 2 5 2 6 2 7 [ 2 8 2 9 3 0 31 3 2 3 3 j 3 4 1 3 5 ] 3 6 
i 
3 7 3 8 3 9 ' 4 0 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE \l 7 / . / 1)52.6 wno IM. I I6J7.8 \Zoc,i 1158-1 ions 10093 fton loie.o I0U-1 »>-3 %Z3 W.4 loif.i m_) m.7 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 20.<\ 30.Z 3(7 564 31-1 44.3 4l. 2 45S 50-1 m 51.3 SI.4 4*1-3 n 8 463 453 531 281 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 310 50-2 KS 55.6 
•h 
m 
1.6 
8f3 
\S 
52.0, 
Zo.°t 
•h 
i.l 
CB-4 
Z3 °l 
+ 
z.l 
65.3 
+ • 
Z3-o 
6 8.4 15.% 1Z.L HA V A 14.Z 14.1 12.1 12,\ 110 3 l b 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
•f 
"it* 
+72°j 
+ 22.-, r Z({ 
+ 
?(.o tj.8 h.B 
f-Zi> lo.j 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE V % •h l.Z '2.3 H 3 14 + f Z-7 He> H5 +• z s + - + z .5 + o. 8 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 1023. 6 8(1.1 713-5 tfi.i 107.? 853.1 712.1 10i.% 7(1.1 713.6 175-1 C72.i 517.( (•611 m.L 157.2 m i 817-3 1130.3 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION \ti 21.o 113 22.2 3 i.5 11.1 30.0 i n 1%,\ 31.7 3S.6 1(3 31.5 33.5 33-1 21.1 30.1 31-5" 43,6 17,1 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 15.5 37.1 35.1 12,1 LU im 51,1, 17.% 58,0 51.1 57.2 51. ? 53,1 5Z.1 5(.o 56,1 51.1 51.1 51. ( 21.1 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE + %,3 +13% >111 +'27,1 >10,0 +1 I.L +20.( >1,1 +K.1 +1U >23.1 +21.1 +22.1 >17,0 >21,3 >22,1 +U.o >2.5 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +o,i +u +u +2.7 +4,1 +2.1 +1.5 +2,1 +1.1 +2.1 +1.3 Hi +3.( +1.1 +3.4 +2,1 +3.1 >2.1 +1.8 >0.2 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 733.6 Ul-\ sno 511.5 4U.0 7 U M (51.1 50L.S 137.1 180.5 501.1 510.1 17oA 111.0 m i 171,0 (IS .5 M l 517,7 (11,0 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION R.I 15.5 J3.7 17,0 15.1 16.1 2 0.2 19.1 liH 10.1 ItA 203 23.1. m 22-1 21.1 11.0 111 22,0 10.g 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION IS. 1 11.0 25,o 30,o 15,3 n,3 3U 31.1 11.3 3(..% 10.1 31.) V/.6 it. i> 31.1 10.1 2 0 11.5 21.3 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +11.5 >11.1 +13.0 +11,1 +12.Z +16.0 +15,0 >17.1 +!(,,( +18.1 +18.0 >!7.& +17.2 +11,1 >U +I7.6 >20.5 >10,5 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE Hi +1.7 +1.1 +15 +1.1 +u +1.5 +3,0 +1.5 +3.5 +3.1 +3.7 +3.2 Hi +3A +1.0 >11 >2-1 >4,0 >IS 
Oifelksy//ILini(Dd]fn] SdtodJ Lafes Itainismiissta - IE,IS. 1 
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Impact Assessments sQuantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 9 
Length: 64.2 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 41 [42(43 j44 [45 46 47 48 49 '| 50 1 51 '| 52 '| 53 ! 54 '| 55 | 56'| 57 j 58 I 59 >•• 1— • • 1 — ' '— - » - —  60 Totals 
A L L WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE llo&7 181.0 /103.3 foC/.z 1053.0 ?7B7 nn.i IMi.0 10013 lm<i KzoS m-o ?9oS tJK.b IZV 3 1041.6 UifA 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 3t,s 43.Z 
7 ro 
'zoj 
S7S 511 
75:0 
+ 
ft.5 SS. 1 40-b foe I1.Q 3f.0 37.1 3J.o Zo. 7 3?A 421 3c. 0 %A 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 54S 77.9 
rzoA 
6S.1 
l.b 
003 14. r 37.3" n z 51 .0 f U 3U 4-t-o (fl.i, SE.z 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE /e.c 
+-
3t7 f V r f ZJ-4 ?/.<» 
f 
?3.fc 
y-
+I4.°I 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 
+• 
zs h 
r 
1.1 2-3 tz 1.4 ^ T2.0 +- j-/. "2-
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
I05i.0 ?S2.1 EXISTING HABITAT VALUE pi-7 711-3 I2lt.7 I30t:lt m,i 53H.I 713.0 907.6' 71$ A 711.5 ill .3 1110.1 loio.o 937.2 713.1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 23,1 ltc.1 37.7 51.5 55.1 6-4.3 HI.I 15.1 11. t 3/-/ 12.1 21.1 l4.1 20, (. fob IL.O 22.(, 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION ¥/./ 51.0 ¥2.7 st.i 57.1 51,4 51.1 tO.L 52.1 rt.Z 25.1 HI.7 44,5 11,7 23,5 31.7 5"/,0 33,1 43,°l 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +m tf.O -1.1 ~o-7 Hi "2.1 V 1/ +11,i 
f25.l +21 .1 +2o,3 +7.1 + 2.7 +13.7 +21.3 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE V h, 7 O.07 1 0,2. fo,<7 Ho +1.1 +0.7 +0.1 +IS +zn 
H A R V E S T E D SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE sm 161.0 172-7 315.1. 3 io.i 357.4 613.0 171.0 
m 
113.1 
13.3 
OU 415.1 tio.H 
/0.5" 
515-1 
1U 
iol.H 521.% 113-5 111.1 53? 711-5 a%.o 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION lu 1 n 15,(. 11. 20.5 20,1 I7.C 20-1 22.S m 9,3 13.3 21. Z 13.7 Is.1 
31.1 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 21 ^ U.I 3 0,1 12.5 11.1 M zc.t mi HS.l 1,7.2. Ho.o 31-7 30,4 16.1 nn m 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +131 +H.C +22.1 +2IM +2o,5 +17.0 +10.$ +W +17.2 V f/5.1 +7,* +,3.0 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +2.4 *3.l '5,7 <•3,1 +tz Ho +1.4 +3.Z +2.1 +ZA +0.? + 1.5- +2.1 
1 ^ lDS(^ lksy//ILIni»D(ii] 3<gto©ll iLafes 'liratnisimiossiicMni ° IEJI 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
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Impact Assessments sQuantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 
Length 
9 
64.2 mi. 
W I L D L I F E I M P A C T 611 6 2 | 6 3 ( 6 4 ( 6 5 ( 6 6 ( 6 7 6 8 6 9 7 0 71 7 2 ] 7 3 | 7 4 I 7 5 | 7 6 J 7 7 | 7 8 | 7 9 ] 8 0 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE m s im ltti-9 z it>4 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION Z M Z7B 15.4 Sfj 2&3.°l 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 33,5" 44.1 tt.l 
n.i 
+0.S 
'11 — 
— 
37*78.0 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +n.e + 1 214.1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +I3 * 1.8*7* 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE loll-i ItoA WO.t mn <58.4 SUC,1.5 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 15.3 ll.l in 13.6 iS 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 25.3 31.1 33,7 17.1 10.? 1 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE H.5 to +~ 104.1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +1,0 f l . o +1,0 +0,3 rz.<r +- i.c io 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE mi 510.3 mo 203.1 ik.I 371)0.6 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 10.0 ll.l 12.3 6,5" A.Z 1168. S 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION \%,0 111 HO 12,1 IS 204-1 J 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +<Z,0 f|6.l ^11.7 +5,7 ru 933.4 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE rI.O ht +1,1 +0.7 r i + 2.57'o 
iy//|iJfn]©(Q)[loi] S©to©» Lafes Irapsmiisskin] - E l § „ lP¥©p©(l 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
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38 
Impact Assessments :Quantitat ive 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 9 
Length: 63.6 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 I 5 I 6 7 8 9 |10|11 12 13 14115 161.17 18 19|20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 2 — = ? 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I l I . I I I — * 
—OBLIQUELY I I 
PARALLELED I-— » — > 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I I — 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I 
ABOVE CENTERLINE » 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I I ! ( I I I I • — > 
BELOW CENTERLINE I I - — 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
1] li |i if :ltey//P ,iih)(c®lin) Sdhroll 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
^©pd t 1 of 
2 
Impact Assessments :Quantitat ive Link no. 9 
Ecological Resources Length: 63.6 mi. 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 ' 31 32 [ 33 34 35 36 | 37 38 39" 40 To ta l s 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR I -
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I ] I I ] 2. — * 
—OBLIQUELY I \ I — 
PARALLELED I I — = > 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED' — = • > 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
— > 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I ! ! 3 
BELOW CENTERLINE I I I i ( I — * 
ABOVE CENTERLINE I - — > 
IQ)ik< w ^ o f a Sdtedl l l - j f e s r Uirain^ inain®@icorni - lEJLSl 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Pir®i]( MS. 2 of 4 
Impact Assessments sQuantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 9 
Length: 63.6 mi. 
A Q U A T I C R E S O U R C E S 4 1 j 4 2 [ 4 3 4 4 4 5 4 6 4 7 4 8 4 9 5 0 51 5 2 5 3 5 4 5 5 5 6 5 7 5 8 5 9 6 0 Totals 
S T R E A M S 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I 1 1 — > 
—OBLIQUELY 1 — 
PARALLELED I i I - — = ? 
L A K E S 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 1 — * 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED — 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 1 1 1 =5> 
BELOW CENTERLINE 1 > 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
IP)i^ lkw//IUiihX(»llin) ScdhTOll lUfes Tma • ;,n0S„ irroipcgn: Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments :Quantitat ive Link no, 9 
Ecological Resources Length: 63.6 mi. 
A Q U A T I C R E S O U R C E S 61 6 2 6 3 
CD 6 5 6 6 6 7 6 8 6 9 7 0 71' 7 2 7 3 7 4 7 5 7 6 7 7 7 8 7 9 8 0 Totals 
S T R E A M S 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 3 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I 2 ) 
—OBLIQUELY 5 
PARALLELED 5~" 
L A K E S 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED \ 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
l 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED Z 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I i £ I 
BELOW CENTERLINE 8 
ABOVE CENTERLINE I 
iiifiK^ dlin) S LaWm Milium ')ri II 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
4 
of 4 
Link 9A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably slight. Alteration of the adjacent plant communities might 
be greatest in miles 7 and 8. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be moderately positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species 
of concern" will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be moderately positive. 
The magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will 
strongly depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and 
the specific ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations 
in this link. The potential for increased disturbance is probably 
slight, while the effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife in 
this link will probably be moderate. The most important miles in 
terms of impact on wildlife through habitat change and disturbance are 
6 and 14. 
Aquatic Resources: The right of way from M 9.9 to 13.0 will highly 
impact Long Pond, which is one-quarter mile away, with sediment and 
herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts 
named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this 
report. 
4-117 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 9A 
Ecological Resources Length: 13.5 mi. 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL S C O R E / M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 2 2L 2 35". 7 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 V- 7 3 f V- 3 2 7 2. . OO 
LAKE IMPACT ¥ <D. 3 0 
WETLAND IMPACT + z </• / . o s t 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN n + ! + l f 2 + 1 f 1 +1 f l + l f 2 f l f l . f l 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES f ! + l f 2 f 2 t ! f 2 +1 f i f 1 i-l f 2 f I f I - I 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES f l f l + 2 + 1 f l f l H f l f £ f l •fl " I 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 0 -
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 0 -
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Impact Assessments Quantitative 
Ml 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 9A 
Length: 13.6 mi 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 
CO 9 1 0 11 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7 1 8 1 9 2 0 T o t a l s 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE lOSI.Q I6SIS 953.4 llo+.o im.z I03/.4 hv.o 1314.2 144.3 I3MJ V/7.4 >7.7 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 44-5 1 53.1 
+ 
t-
23 
52 8 45.1 57.6, Sf.l 22.1 20.o Jo. I 52.3 J7.0 19-3 sS $38. D 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION tfA (rl.b 
t 
Z±i 
^ 
Sio 
f- . 
3I.Z 
tf.l 
h.i 
8o.o 81A US 11.1 46 A 51& So. \ s.z &ZC,. 8 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
+-
12 A 
h 
16.3 7 r33.z t-20.2, r„.B Hi 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE HA 
j— 
Z.z 
r 
z.z U H.I 0.1 
i-
IS 
+ - i-
H-L % 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 7ii.\ 723-S 750.1 (15.1 865-1 w.i 
55-6 
101.7 915.1 1013.1 IDOS. 3 601.1 111.\ 1037,6 721.1 
— 
ini%<\ 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 32.3 31.1 Ho.S 35.3 345 11,1 H.t I3S 11.5 31,6 20.1 13,8 2.0 40 i s 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 5lM 67.0 57,2 63,1 51.1 LoA ClA tt.l 23.1 36.5 15,1 11,7 1.9 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE >2o,\ +/Z3 +28.1 +17.7 +4,8 +12.3 >13,5 >70.1 >12,0 W >21.2 >3.1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE >2,5 +2.5 +2.3 + HA +2,0 +0.5 >1.1 +1.7 >1,0 >!,l V.; >2,1 f0.1 
+ • 
°3 * / • 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 530.7 5*7,1 121.3 180,0 576.1 31U 110.3 (ol.5 HI 1 721.1 IZl.o 57S,o 785.1 So.z 17 7/1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 21.1 10.1 11.S 26,0 lo.l Vh-l 11.7 MM 16,7 Itl 9.1 u 247. Z 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE 'TO ALTERATION 37.3 26.V Hut HS.l 37.1 11,0 431 20,1. 17.0 26.0 HU 32.1 16.1 u 444S 
MET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE >IU V-s >ns,i > 1 1 , 1 %5 >2lS W Hs >7.1 > 1 1 , 1 >IU >1,0 1.Z + I <77J 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE f 3 , HA +2,°l HA >11 >IA >0,°l +I.L >1,0 >2.5 Hi H.Z 
llil S© to© La tesr U raiiiisMssii®) - L 2u LSL IPrepdi: 
Environmenta S Assessment of Aiternative Routes 
Impact Assessments :Quantitat ive Link no. 9 A 
Ecological Resources Length: 13.5 mi. 
J _ _ _ 
A Q U A T I C R E S O U R C E S 1 2 3 I 4 5 6 7 I 8 I 9 110 11|12|13|14|15|16|17 18 19 20 Totals 
S T R E A M S 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I I I I 
—OBLIQUELY I I i 3 
PARALLELED 
L A K E S 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED i i 1 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I 1 3 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE I ( 
|Dfcl^ v//|l iilnic^lllnl Scdtodl 11 ' Ilir^ linl^ lnnin^ B^ liCMn 11 l! i lS. IPiropcdi; 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 1 
Link 10A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably moderate. Alteration of the adjacent plant communities 
might be greatest in mile 7. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species; 
on the habitat of most "species of concern;" and on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be moderately positive. 
The magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will 
strongly depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and 
the specific ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations 
in this link. The potential for increased disturbance is probably 
moderate, while the effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife in 
this link will probably be high. The most important miles in terms of 
impact on wildlife through habitat change and disturbance are miles 
6-8. 
Aquatic Resources: The impact of the right of way on the streams 
and wetlands would be moderate and consist of sediment and herbicide 
runoff. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection 
of aquatic ecosystems should be followed. Mitigation of all the 
significant terrestrial impacts named above should follow the guide-
lines of Section 6.0 of this report. 
4-121 
Impact Assessments .-Qualitative Link no. 10 
Ecological Resources Length: 7.9 mi 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 T O T A L 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT H 1 H V 3 3 3 3 2 7. 7 3 - S - O 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 J X 3 3 2.1 2 . . FCFE 
LAKE IMPACT O O 
WETLAND IMPACT 3 2 3 3 1 1 /.39 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN + Z tZ f Z +•2 f l ! - 1 2. <4- + 3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES 4- I n a J- 1 + 1 f I \ - 1 2. U- •+3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES + I 4- 1 f-1 H 1 f-) +1 - 1 2. V- + 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT O — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT o — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT o — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Mdfe^li iii(M®llin) Sdtodl II Jites l^lirainisinrissiPii^  -1! iJUX li^ ircopcrdi: 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 10 
Length: 7.8 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE \\10.\ °im I03U lem.2 1834 m j IZU.o 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 41-3 5V. o 35.7 zi-l ZfS 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION £8.1 18.\ 7 ^ 7 70-1 55. if 31.1 3b- 2 io 4 o f . 1 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
•h Z&.& V-0 
t 
Zt-C\ 2(>.L 
+ 
fo.o %n rco * / i f . e 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 
•h 
2.3 \ l + l.<o 
+ -
W 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE Ul.3 653.4 686,1 711.1 1/3,1 1017-0 10017 1011.0 ^ 2 7 . 3 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 25.7 26.2. 32.1 17.6 21.2 Ik,7 24-1 3.1 It 1,0 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 51-1 5\A 63,0 53.0 35.1 21.5 11.3 3.0 3o5.7 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +15.7 +15.1 +15.% +25.1 +\3.3 +L1 +L.<* ~0.\ + IZH, ,7 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +3,0 +3.1 +3,<2 < 3 . 4 +1.5- W 
+-0.3 '0.003 •+- M 0 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 75U 514.1° 5ol.5 556.7 5%.1 72%. 6 511.1 1lV\ 50Z&.?) 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 21.5 21,1 23,7 11.0 15.1 1-2. 9.1 1.0 123,2 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 36.6 36,6 V/.3 m 27.1 11.5 b\ l\1.% 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE fl5,\ +15.1 s +12,0 +7,(, +U +1.1 " Ho 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +2,0 +3,0 t?5 +2.o +1,0 +U +0,1 1.9% 
mk\) Sdto(Q)D Lafes Ifainisinniussooini 11 [F [I r .Milio^  x'.i 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 1 
Impact Assessments .-Quantitative Link no. 10 
Ecological Resources Length: 7.9 mi. 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 I 5 6 I 7 8 9 |10|11 12|13 14|15|16|17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I I I l 5 
—OBLIQUELY I I Z 
PARALLELED 
LAKES Hon e. 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I 
BELOW CENTERLINE I I 
ABOVE CENTERLINE I f 
Pfcfe^li. iiin)«ini S©lr»(o)(l Lafes' iiirainisiiTnistifeini 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
- ---uioS. IPrepci 1 of 1 
Link 10A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably high. Alteration of the adjacent plant communities might be 
greatest in miles 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
and on the habitat of most "species of concern" will be highly positive. 
Impacts on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a whole, 
will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of all these 
impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative maintenance 
procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now limiting the 
wildlife populations in this link. The potential for increased 
disturbance is probably moderate, while the effect of any disturbance 
on sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be slight. The most 
important mile in terms of impact on wildlife through habitat change 
and disturbance is mile 7. The deer wintering area located at 
Mile 4.9-5.2 will be impacted either positively or negatively depend-
ing on its exact orientation with respect to the right of way at the 
time of construction. 
Aquatic Resources: The streams are crossed perpendicularly by the 
right of way and would receive moderate impacts from sediment and 
herbicide runoff. At Miles 2.5, 5.1, and 6.3 are high quality wet-
lands which could be highly impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff, 
and disturbance or removal of aquatic vegetation during consrruction 
activities. Luther Pond is less than one-quarter mile from the right 
of way and could be highly impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection 
of aquatic ecosystems should be followed. Where the right of way 
intersects or is adjacent to wetlands, special care should be taken 
during construction to avoid sediment runoff into, or disturbance 
of, the aquatic vegetation. Mitigation of all the significant terres-
trial impacts named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 
of this report. 
4-125 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 10A 
Ecological Resources Length: 9.8 mi 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT H 4 H 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 . 3 3 . 3 0 
AQUATIC 
STREAM IMPACT z 3 3 3 3 2. O 2 Oy-
LAKE IMPACT * 3 7 o.y i 
WETLAND IMPACT 3A 3 <+ 3 2 f 2. <+5-
WILDLIFE 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN b i i -M * I 4- I + 1 ± i *• 2 f 2 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECI2S f Z ^ z + Z Z + l J- i f 1 hZ ^ Z 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES +1 f i h \ t-2 ( +1 H + Z M 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT X X 1 — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
BOTANICAL 0 — 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 0 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Impact Assessments ^Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 10A 
Length: 9.4 mi 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 10113 Hit. 0 IICU vtu was lOlU 1111.3 mt m,\ WW 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION Hti m uu M m it,1 m W 2M H W 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 111 %16 m Tt.1 ISO (.0.0 
+213 
S6.0 n o m 32.S tel.l 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE r m +M h a +13,1 +11, i +m HA •Y 235.0 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE HA +i,i H i +2-3 H.o Ho H.i -h t.1% 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 111-1 gil.O IWI 12U n i s 1052.0 71U cio-1 mi ? 10 Z-Z 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION W %5 Hit ill VS.L m 33.1 IS, I 3 %.t> 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION ft I S1,o SW su H5.3 37,7 52,1 V\S 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE H s +M W HS H s +-JC9.3 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE M H7 fit n.i Hi HM Hi 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 53U Ull MSI 511.1 1511 rjO.l aw 137,1 213,1 5~2o2S 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION m LIS 23-3 22.1 ms m 23,1 23.7 10,1 263.1 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 3U 11,0 10,1 3 IX M %S 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE HS +2\.\ +117 +72.^  « m Hi -h 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE Hi Hi V +3,1 Hi H7 Hi HS -r 
• - • • - . . . . . . . . . . . . 
3te /^ILJute@[l(ni S©to©ll L a t e TranisiMssta - E1S, 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments:Quant i tat ive Link no. 10A 
Ecological Resources Length: 9.8 mi. 
AQUATIC RESOURCES || 1 2 3 1 4 5 6 7 8 9 |10|11 12 |13 |14 |15 |16 |17 |18 |19 |20 Totals 
S T R E A M S 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR I 1 1 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY i I / I I I & 
—OBLIQUELY 
PARALLELED 
L A K E S 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED J 1 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I 1 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
W E T L A N D S 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE z I l ( ] 1
BELOW CENTERLINE I i 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
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Link 10A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably high. Alteration of the adjacent plant communities 
might be greatest in mile 2. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
on the habitat of most "species of concern," on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be highly positive. The 
magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will strongly 
depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and the specific 
ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations in this link. 
The potential for increased disturbance is probably high, while the 
effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will 
probably be moderate. 
Aquatic Resources: Impacts on the two streams and two wetlands will 
be moderate, but a third wetland could be highly impacted. 
Mitigation: Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts 
named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this 
report. 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no, 11A 
Ecological Resources Length: 1.3 mi. 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 1 6 17 18 19 2 0 T O T A L 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 
5* . 2- t-. oo 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 
LAKE IMPACT O O 
WETLAND IMPACT 2./ /2. + 8 fc. / 5" 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN +-Z +1 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES H 3 + 1 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES +-L 1 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT O — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 
o — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Impact Assessments .-Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 11A 
Length: 1.3 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING IIABITAT VALUE m i 3XS I 3 7 8 - Z . 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION K.1 £><1.8 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION Z£3 
— 
— 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE H i 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 134.3 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION Q.b 3 7 . 7 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION flA 74.1L 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 8* ^ 5 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE ll 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 454-3 mi. 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 14.o 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION i v 
MET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
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PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 
•h 2.7 r m 
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Impact Assessments Quant i ta t ive Link no. 11 A 
Ecological Resources Length: 1.3 mi. 
1 : 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 5 I 6 I 7 8 9 |10 11|12 |13 |14 |15 |16 |17 |18 |19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY Z ! I 4 
—OBLIQUELY 
PARALLELED 
LAKES nori 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I t I 3 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE Z Z 
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Link 10A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably moderate. The most important miles on this link for poten-
tial rare plant habitat are probably 30, 31, and 33. Alteration of 
the adjacent plant communities might be greatest in miles 11, 17, 
24-28, 34, and 44. Of special concern is an area of calcareous 
metisedimentary rock at M 12.8-13.8. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be moderately positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species 
of concern" will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be moderately positive. The 
magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will strongly 
depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and the specific 
ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations in this link. 
The potential for increased disturbance is probably slight, while the 
effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will 
probably be high. The most important miles in terms of impact on 
wildlife through habitat change and disturbance are 8, 13, 20, 21, 
and 3 3. The deer wintering area located at Mile 9.4-10.3 will be 
impacted either positively or negatively depending on its exact 
orientation with respect to the right of way at the time of construc-
tion. 
Aquatic Resources: In the first 28 miles, the streams are crossed 
perpendicularly or obliquely by the right of way and would be moderately 
impacted, with the high quality trout streams in Miles 7, 10, 14, 20, 
and 22 being highly impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. The 
right of way crosses a high quality streamside wetland in Mile 26 
which could be severely impacted by disturbance or removal of the 
aquatic vegetation during construction activities, and by sediment 
and herbicide runoff. Miles 30 through 37 of the right of way cross 
Moose and Kibby Mountain by following the stream bed of the South 
Branch of Moose River and Caribou Flow up the north side of the 
mountain and then down the stream bed of the Middle Branch of Kibby 
Stream. This alignment of the right of way could severely impact 
the streams by the removal of streamside vegetation and by sediment 
and herbicide runoff. Gold Brook is paralleled within one-quarter 
mile by the right of way in Miles 41-42 and would be severely impacted 
by sediment and herbicide runoff. Mile 47 of the right of way descends 
Round Mountain in the streambed of a tributary to Alder Brook and could 
severely impact the stream by the removal of streamside vegetation 
and by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: In addition to following the standard mitigation procedures 
for the protection of aquatic ecosystems, the right of way in Miles 
29 through 36 and 45 could be realigned so that it does not closely 
parallel the streams. Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial 
impacts named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of 
this report. 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no, 11 
Ecological Resources Length: 44.7 mi. 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 T O T A L 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 z 2- 2 H 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 H V V 3 V 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 ¥ X 3 3 H- j 
LAKE IMPACT 2 2 / V 
WETLAND IMPACT 3 H- 3 3 V- H- 3 /V 3 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN 4-2- - F Z Y i-t. -h 1 + 1 h 1 f-i - 1 M f- ( * I - 1 z J-I 4- I 4-1 4- 2 4- I 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES i 1 * 1 4- ( 4- ( M 4- ( - ( 4- £ H I- Z M - I + I 4-1 f - l 4- I I 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES f 1 •h 1 4- 1 hi. /- 1 f 1 f- 1 f 1 - 1 h I ( M f-z -1 f - a f - 1 M A 1 4- ! f - I 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT A X 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 11 
Ecological Resources Length: 44.7mi. 
S U M M A R Y 
n 
21 2 2 
I 
2 3 2 4 2 5 2 6 2 7 2 8 2 9 3 0 31 3 2 3 3 3 4 
— " 
3 5 3 6 3 7 3 8 3 9 4 0 T O T A L 
S C O R E 
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GAME SPECIES - 1 M "1 4-1 ^ l + z ^ Z. f T- J-l M * / M M A- £ 4-Z f I 4- Z 
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ALL SPECIES 4- 1 - 1 + 1 4- 1 M /• z f z f z i 1 l I 4- ( J- I — I f l ±2 i-Z A ( A 1 a 
DEER WINTERING 
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RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X >< 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 11 
Ecological Resources Length: 44.7mi. 
S U M M A R Y ' 4 1 
r——-
4 2 [ 4 3 4 4 4 5 4 6 4 7 4 8 4 9 5 0 51 5 2 5 3 5 4 5 5 
i 
5 6 5 7 5 8 5 9 6 0 ) T O T A L S C O R E / M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT I 1 / I US. 2. 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT + 5" 83 1.Q6 
LAKE IMPACT 3 a 1 T 0.3Q 
WETLAND IMPACT 5~S 1. 3 0 
W I L D L I F E 
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B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 3 — 
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LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitative Link no. 11 
Ecological Resources Length: 44.8 mi 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
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NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE w s +23.5 fILS ^ l-l 
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Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments .-Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 11 
Length: 44.8 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 CO -c. 35 36 37 38 39 401 To ta l s 
A L L W I L D L I F E 
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Z3 +1.0 rm h4A +U *~OFt +1.4 Vz ^  "Z.I +3.Z 
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+ • 8.7 /(S .0 %(, rZOA %7 +11. 1 >11.1, h3.1 Ui fae 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 11 
Length: 44.8 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 AS 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 | 58 59 60 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE | 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE IWb m.i 875,7 w S f M . f 
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• HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
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}z.o Ko Z 
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Impact Assessments Quant i ta t i ve Link no. 11 
Ecological Resources Length: 44.7 mi. 
I ; 
AQUATIC RESOURCES | l 2 3 I 4 5 I 6 7 8 | 9 |10 111 12113114| 15 16| .171 18| 19|20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 1 - — y 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY 1 I 1 1 1 1 ) *> 
—OBLIQUELY 1 1 
PARALLELED 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED ! 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 1 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 1 I > 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 1 Z I — 
BELOW CENTERLINE 1 1 I ( 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
Impact Assessments Quant i ta t i ve Link no. 11 
Ecological Resources Length: 44.7 mi. 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 To ta l s 
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CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 8 
BELOW CENTERLINE 7 
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Link 12A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably moderate. The most important miles on this link for poten-
tial rare plant habitat are probably 17-19, 22-26, and 27-29. 
Alteration of the adjacent plant communities might be greatest in 
miles 1, 4, 6, 9, 1.1, and 16-18, 22-24, 27, and 28. Of special 
concern is sphagnum bogs and pockets of calcareous metisedimentary 
rock near Baker Pond. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species, 
on the habitat of most "species of concern", and on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be moderately positive. 
The magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will 
strongly depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and 
the specific ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations 
in this link. The potential for increased disturbance is probably 
slight, while the effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife in 
this link will probably be high. The most important miles in terms of 
impact on wildlife through habitat change and disturbance are 12, 
30, 34, and 35. The deer wintering areas located at miles 8.3-8.5, 
9.8-10.0, and 14.8-15.4 will be impacted either positively or nega-
tively depending on their exact orientation with respect to the right 
of way at the time of construction. 
Aquatic Resources: The right of way in Mile 15 is in the streambed 
of a tributary to Fish Pond and could impact it severely by the removal 
of streamside vegetation and by sediment and herbicide runoff. In 
Miles 20 through 25, the right of way closely parallels Baker Stream 
and is directly adjacent to Baker Pond and its high quality lakeside 
wetland. All the water bodies in this area could be severely 
impacted by the disturbance or removal of aquatic or streamside vege-
tation during construction activity and by sediment and herbicide 
runoff. The eastern shore of Jim Pond is one-quarter mile away from 
the right of way and could be highly impacted by sediment and herbi-
cide runoff. Miles 35 through 38 of the right of way closely parallel 
Tim Brook and intersect its streamside wetlands. They would cause 
severe impacts by the removal of streamside vegetation, disturbance 
of wetland vegetation, and sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection of 
aquatic ecosystems should be followed. The right of way should be 
aligned in Miles 20-25 and 35-38 so that it does not closely parallel 
the streams and wetlands. Mitigation of all the significant impacts 
named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this 
report. 
4-143 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 12 
Ecological Resources Length: 37.8mi. 
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S C O R E 
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HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES J- / f * f Z + 3 + 1 f Z ft + 1 H - ) + I 4-Z 1 f- "2. 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES + I h'L t- z ft 1 i J-1 f ! s-l - I t-1 +- z M f Z 4- s + Z •M. \ 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT * X X 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMP7\CT X X X 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Diidtety/P km.iu Sdlrw»[l P ailfes'llimnrnsiriniiissiioii) - P UIS,, 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 12 
Ecological Resources Length: 37.8mi 
S U M M A R Y 21 
r——— 
2 2 2 3 2 4 2 5 2 6 2 7 2 8 2 9 3 0 3 1 3 2 3 3 3 4 3 5 3 6 3 7 3 8 3 9 4 0 ) T O T A L S C O R E / M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 Z 2- 2 3 3 3 96.ST 2 / 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 5" 3 2 2 . 3 / / 5 ~ 7b 2 . 0 / 
LAKE IMPACT 5" 2 3 2 s~ 2 8 0. 
WETLAND IMPACT 5" 3 * + +/ 6 2 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN H H •/-1 +1 z f z M f Z * 3 + £ - I - I + 3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES • H f z + Z. +-Z -/-z H + z f z +-Z - \ - l + 3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES 1 h 1 * • I J-1 + z ( •f- z t- z f Z b I + 1 - 1 - \ + 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT > r S~ — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X X X" * X 11 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 12 
Length: 374 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18|19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE mm 1053.1 M.5 fOi.b 1/U i m 11/6,2 W i logf,7 1097,5 II55.1 \5V, 7 I32d W.I 1072.5 non T3U 1/37.3 &H.3 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION nA m 51.5 SI.L su It,5 53'L 
+33.0 
51,3 13.7 HU 0.1 11.1 52.3 31.2 51, £ 17,5 W 21,0. u 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION U,<6 $1.5 31,5 15,1 VIA 
+11,% +22,1 
+1.0 
s/.t 
+233 
-72,1 71.3 /.5 " J? J Ml 5?. 4 f3.1 21,0 32,0 111 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +i»4 +11,4 W +33.0 
+J.L 
+35.5 +21A +2.1.1 +oS HI +32. s +30.1 +25,1 +J 7,0 +3.1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +1.7 +4A + p +3.5 +L.L +U +0.03 +0,7 +3.5 +lfL +4A +4.\ + 1,55 +o.Z 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE nr.® 7tS~S f/74 14Z°i 5CI.°I IB1.1 751.3 55T/ /001.0 in I t 147-b 5SCS 948.4 mo 6Z81 7VS izsi.i 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION i4<7 41-Z 31-3 m /4.8 3/-1 <f34 3J. 7 44/j /8-I J/.6 431 Z(,7) 35-.1 1Z.\ ho 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION SbA hlh 14-2 U.-i. ti.b f44 1.0 m M.O n,\ ze.i ?.o 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE h8.o +zo.{ $1A +Zl<o JSM V t ^4-0 +Z0-1 ^A 73.3 +11.Z +3ZA u I43 
+ + 
Z7.~j -Z.0 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE Vg t t , H i ^ fZ.3 \a +ZX +0& H. z + i S H.f '0.1 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE ftos 457.8 42 440- z 111 3 1'>02.5 04&3 441.1 fJ8S 68?.\ my 4 >(•1-3 issn 48l.o 4J 1.8 414-2 6/S& 65-7.1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION •&n AS 131 ZZ°I 143 z±5 ZO-1 Zo.j OA 111 n.3 ZZA Z4S L3S HA ZA 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 4sA 45A 45,1 443 zt-l 41 n 38.% 38.3 0.1 ZOA f5> 44-4 4S.0 15. z Z0.4 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +10-1 +H.V h . z +rz *111 V , +ZI.S W5 +21.1 +1.0 HA 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE "S.I +4.4 Xl U . i V.z H.O %7 %<6 HM +0-1 HA +4.3 +Z.Z U.f H.2 rl.4 -+0.4 
JtfMMin) Sdiwoll LU EJoil IPropcc 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
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Impact Assessments sQuantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 12 
Length: 374 mi. 
W I L D L I F E I M P A C T 21 2 2 2 3 2 4 2 5 2 6 2 7 2 8 2 9 3 0 3 1 3 2 3 3 34 3 5 3 6 3 7 3 8 3 9 4 0 ) Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE i m H2.1 mrt lott.l 927,1 1015.0 fil.1 SOU mn 125,3 J 2/3.7 m i jflK/ /W-3 'S»3 AZ330.O 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION Hl.S Hin 551 571 
83.7 
1?,\ m Htf 15.5 $2.2 62.1 51.1 33.? /.V /.7 1 3 7. 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION a i w 77.1 
+31,1 
17A 
Hi.i 
iH.5 $7.1 n f 3-Z 
% 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE KM f/2,l Ht.o f3lS 3 5.3 +2U ^ j 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE Hi Ho H(> +33 HR H 7 HI Hz +33 Hi "fo.07 W + 2.6% 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 1112.°! 77tj 451.) 61*13 551. 1 Jlf.1 031.1 //as? \4W D&O.Z / 2 3 ^ 3 2 7 / 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 35.4 i n lo 4 21.[ 24.1 32.0 y.c 3Z.7 ZO-1 C-8 £>.<7 l o ^ S 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 51,Z 4&.z ABA m m il.u Ui. 31.1 ) It, *7B. 7 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE HA ^ V\A + A +3I.fc + H ) 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE H.I f 0 9t HI +U H.z +J.£> 8-z Hz-
+ -
A.Z CU 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE IMS 48CJ 4571 5413 UA3 44Z. I 4J3A 
24 fe 
524A 474X 4Kb W.O 
AS 
M E Qff.O 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 18 S n.o ei.1 ZA. 1 ZAS LA £> ^ 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 36. f MA 4 U 45-0 44.1, A\°\ 45.1 45 A tf. 3 47.1 44,6 M / • I \-Z 0<1.b 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +18.0 HA H.7 V - , V 3 + HA 
+ 
Zo.z H.O I2.0 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE H.l \6 Hi r A <0 •h Z. b f-3A f •4.2) ^4 A t Z.o 
Oycelkey//l!J[n]©©D(n] Sdtodl Lalkes Ifapsmossijooi] - IE1S, 1 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
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Impact Assessments Quant i ta t ive Link no. 12 
Ecological Resources Length: 37.8 mi. 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 | 2 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 7 8 I 9 |10|11 12|13|14 15|16|17 18 19|20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR I I — 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I I I I I — ^ 
—OBLIQUELY ( I I I 
PARALLELED I- i — 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I — ^ 
£1/4 HI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED• 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I I ZL I I I 3 
BELOW CENTERLINE I 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
1L iii hxrrftfi) Sdh)(0)(Q)ll Ls tes Irainisinniyssijai-IEJLS,, 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
IPir ©pcdl; 1 of 2 
Impact Assessments :Quantitat ive Link no. 12 
Ecological Resources Length: 37.8 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 I 34 35 36' 37 38 39 40 To t a l s 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 1 I 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY 1 ! I I ! 3 
—OBLIQUELY 3 
PARALLELED 1 l A ) 7 1 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED ! 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I 1 3 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED- I 1 I 3 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 1 1 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 1 1 1 z. \(a 
BELOW CENTERLINE 1 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
B r 8 k m M Sfcgtodl Lalki 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
2 
of 2 
Link 12A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably negligible. Alteration of the adjacent plant communities 
might be greatest in miles 1, 5, and 6. Of special concern is a 
sphagnum bog at M 3.2. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be slightly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern" will be slightly negative. Impacts on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be slightly positive. 
The magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will 
strongly depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and 
the specific ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations 
in this link. The potential for increased disturbance is probably 
negligible, while the effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife 
in this link will probably be high. The most important miles in terms 
of impact on wildlife through habitat change and disturbance are 
miles 1 and 2. 
Aquatic Resources: The four streams crossed will all be moderately 
impacted by sediment and herbicides. 
Mitigation: Mitigation of all the significant impacts named above 
should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this report. 
4-150 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no, 12A 
Ecological Resources Length: 6.5 mi 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 T O T A L 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 Z 2- 1 1 2.29 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 3 3 12. i . e s 
LAKE IMPACT O o 
WETLAND IMPACT O o 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN - I - i •I- 1 4- \ f-1 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES +- I -3 + 1 •J-l 4- 1 h i 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES v- i - 1 1 + ( 1 i-1 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 0 — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 -
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 0 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
|i.I(o:lfey//li iifMMin) SdnTOll Hates lliraiiisifiniossfan) - EILS, 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 12 A 
Length: 6.5 m i . 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 | 9 |10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
A L L W I L D L I F E 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE IM3 m.\ i m 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO' ALTERATION if.1 v.? n.i iU m 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION t n <o.<r 31.1 t/C.l 3 1 3 161 / 52. f 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +1.7 HH V 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE W 4 h s h i + 6 - 6 % , 
S P E C I E S O F C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE m i IMS II "0.7 m i m.A Q13c, 4467 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 13.1 3.0 M.I n.4 11.6 S.D 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION n s s.o n s 34.1 24.1 IZ.4 11 0.O 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +U f H hns + 5~Z.O 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +o. 3 V1 *o.°i -h 2.0 V +/-7 + 
H A R V E S T E D S P E C I E S 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE &D-0 ?/9-2 ifi.o L40-1 m s 4 4 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION (>•3 <74.\ 
3 .£, 
9.3 n.b 4-3 6 7 . 4 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE 'TO ALTERATION l?S it. 8 2A.°\ 11. i, S3 8 ^ 3 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE ^11-3 f8-3 - 3.1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 1 f1.3 hz-
M M h . 
invironmentai Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 
1 
I m p a c t A s s e s s m e n t s Q u a n t i t a t i v e L i nk no . 12 A 
Ecological Resources L e n g t h : 6.5 m i . 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 |10 111 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I 2 
—OBLIQUELY I I 2. 
PARALLELED 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 til. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS ft OlO Tf 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
S d f W d l 1 L a f e s ' 1 irr^ urn®3inriiii^ i^icoxni •• I: iJLS. 
Env i ronmen ta l A s s e s s m e n t o f A l t e rna t i ve R o u t e s 
Ptepeii : 1 
of 1 
Link. 13 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably slight. The most important mile on this link for potential 
rare plant habitat is probably 4. Alteration of the adjacent plant 
communities might be greatest in miles 1, 2, 5, and 6. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be moderately positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species 
of concern" will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be moderately positive. 
The magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will 
strongly depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and 
the specific ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations 
in this link. The potential for increased disturbance is probably 
negligible, while the effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife 
in this link will probably be severe. The most important mile in 
terms of impact on wildlife through habitat change and disturbance 
is mile 2. The deer wintering area located at mile 0.8-3.9 will be 
impacted either positively or negatively depending on its exact 
orientation with respect to the right of way at the time of construc-
tion. 
Aquatic Resources: In Miles 4-6, the right of way parallels the 
South Branch of Alder Stream at a distance of one-quarter mile. The 
stream could be severely impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Wetlands on the Middle and West Branches of Alder Stream are inter-
sected by the right of way in Miles 1-3 and would be highly impacted 
by the disturbance of aquatic vegetation during construction activi-
ties, and by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection 
of aquatic ecosystems should be followed. Mitigation of all the sig-
nificant terrestrial impacts named above should follow the guidelines 
of Section 6.0 of this report. 
4-154 
Impact Assessments .-Qualitative Link no. 13 
Ecological Resources Length: 6.0mi 
SUMMARY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL SCORE /M ILE 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT I 2 - 1 2- Z 12.. O 2 .OO 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT H- 3 5 
— 
— — — 
!Z 2. . OO 
LAKE IMPACT o O 
WETLAND IMPACT H- a 1. 3 3 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN f z - I + i 4- 1 f-~L +-2 2 f + H-
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES f I I f 1 i 1 4- 1 18 3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES f - l f I v-1 1 +- 1 f 1 / e +• 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT X / X' 3 -
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
BOFANICAI 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X 1 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
lildtety/P iwixota Sdliiodl II Mkm lliiairiisinfiiiissibih) - li -JLO. IProija^j; 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
o l r 1 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 13 
Length: 6.1 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 1 2 13 1 4 15 16 17 1 8 19 2 0 Totals 
A L L W I L D L I F E 
m EXISTING HABITAT VALUE IMS 1313.1 m,5 iozv.7 1051.3 W'3 1340.Z 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION m 31* \7,o iM 3L\ 3C-? 
CU 
W 
2.7 
ll.l 
HA 
m. 3 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION %,% n.t> 
+13.7 
ut 
+30-1 
— 
304,1* 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE fuA fl3.<* 
— 
+ I3Z.3 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE fis ho +1,0 +13 +5.7 -+ n i o 
S P E C I E S O F C O N C E R N 
lm EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 12)8.-) fyi 1, l"50.\ MZA 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION III 32.2 lo.z 8-7 2 o.z Z\.<S> 53 II l.u 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 44.3* Jf- 3 Z3.I Z2.3 50.0 4(>S ZZI.0! 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE V.i fll f/u 
+ -24") + 1 12.3 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +3.5 V i /•3 3.Q + 2.1-7. 
H A R V E S T E D S P E C I E S 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 774! 737.1 071.1 t J&-& A 1 
JIABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION U.I 12.S V u in /8-D J3 08.3 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION Jl.f 15. | ll>.S 33.) L.o l&>3. 7 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE f/?. 3 %o 
+ -
15.1 hZ.l 7 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE r1.0 
f 
+2.e> V 1.8 Z 
iidk(§v/y«®to S©to@H llaikds Ifarnismossuoini - IFJLS. 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 
1 
Impact Assessments --Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 13 
Length: 6.0 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 |10111 12 13 14 15l 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY i I 2 
—OBLIQUELY 
PARALLELED I- — = » ! 
LAKES V e 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 Mi. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I z 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
lilr4^f/IUiiinKc®lh S©to©ll Unites lirainiaroossto - IEILSL IPropdi: 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Link 12A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably moderate. The most important mile on this link for potential 
rare plant habitat is probably mile 8. Alteration of the adjacent 
plant communities might be greatest in miles 7, 8, and 9. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern" will be slightly positive. Impacts on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be moderately positive. The 
magnitude and direction of all these impacts on habitat will strongly 
depend on the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and the specific 
ecological factors now limiting the wildlife populations in this link. 
The potential for increased disturbance is probably moderate, while 
the effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link 
will probably be severe. The most important miles in terms of impact 
on wildlife through habitat change and disturbance are miles 1 and 3. 
The deer wintering area located at mile 5.6-6.3 will be impacted 
either positively or negatively depending on its exact orientation 
with respect to the right of way at the time of construction. 
Aquatic Resources: The streams and wetlands would be moderately 
impacted by the Link 13A right of way except for the wetland in Mile 
5, which could be highly impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection 
of aquatic ecosystems should be followed. Mitigation of all the sig-
nificant terrestrial impacts named above should follow the guide-
lines of Section 6.0 of this report. 
4-158 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 13A 
Ecological Resources Length: 9.3mi 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 3 ^ H H H H V 3V.V- 3 . 7 0 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT z 3 3 3 2. 3 / 6 / , 7 2 
LAKE IMPACT O O 
WETLAND IMPACT 3 3 /o / . o f i 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN J - i + ( f i f Z - H + - ( Z. +• z + - 1 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES H - I f l 4- 1 * 1 4-1 + ( t- z M M 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES 4- I 4 I 41 4- 1 M VL I f Z . 1 M 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT >c X 2. -
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X i 1 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
iiii))«®ll[ni SdnKMll l l j f e s li'rairo^Msiioiii -1: iJliX l^apMf. 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments Quant i ta t ive 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 13A 
Length: a3 mi, 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 13 a? i ziy.k 15 fo.o lolB.i m.z M7.1 yax to bzy. & 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 0:Z \}.Z 5V-3 v.? zr.? 34 c, 3<U C.l 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION V.v 211 ff-7 V.o j- 111 
/fZ-
Vf.1 W yeJ f O . f o 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
•r 
7.1 !(,// 9X 
r 
k i 
r 
Z.I 
k r &.< 
t-
y.f >11*1.7 ' 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE foS i ± fo.b 
t 
Z.( 7.-7 h r 0 . ( a ru 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE ffes say CS7Z U>1) ins.-] •>U3 i m o 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION v . r f i . t 6.B zi.y Z Z3 10.o zn >0.7 3.0 K^.g? 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION II. c, Z8.0 HI iz.o Itsu V.o 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
+ 
7.1 k i 
t-
1S r -10.7 r** 
f i z&.c, r Z1.3 
+ 
17.7 
-t-
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE "on (.e> 
r 
%s U ^ / £ 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE n7.7 %7.L m. 7 6,10 Q. Z. 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION Y.y 10.L L.Z. 17. V 'V.I irz ZI.7 \}&:<& 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE'TO ALTERATION Z.z i 1.1 II.0, 21.1 W.i* fo.y MS VL1.1 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 0.1, f . 1 
•r 
4 K.V m i.y 
+ • 2 S r lo.q-
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 
+ 
o.b ~0,\ 
+• 
u 7.( u % %o U 
• - - - - " - . . . . . . 
MM ° EJoSn 
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Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 13A 
Length: 9.3 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR i I X 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I I I 
—OBLIQUELY 
PARALLELED 
LAKES n on a 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I z 
BELOW CENTERLINE i I 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
H fcte^/li i n ^ d l f n ) § c d h « Q ) l l I U a f e s ' l l i r a i n i s i nn i i l s f j i CMn i - 1 ! - J I B . , 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
F i r @j( gxg f t 1 of 1 
Link 12A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably severe. The most important miles on this link for potential 
rare plant habitat are probably 1, 2, and 3. Alteration of the 
adjacent plant communities might be greatest in miles 1 and 3 in 
a serpentine outcrop which could harbor rare plants. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
and on the habitat of most "species of concern" will be highly 
positive. Impacts on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of 
all these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative 
maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now 
limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The potential for 
increased disturbance is probably negligible, while the effect of any 
disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be severe. 
The most important mile in terms of impact on wildlife through habitat 
change and disturbance is mile 4. 
Aquatic Resources: The one stream and three wetlands on this link 
could be impacted highly. 
Mitigation: Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts 
named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this 
report. 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 14a 
Ecological Resources Length: 3.8mi 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 1 1 z 1 7 5 * 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT H- H- i.os~ 
LAKE IMPACT O o 
WETLAND IMPACT V / 3 H- 11 2..Q9 
Wll DUFE 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN f 2 1 f! 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES f £ +- z +--L. M 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES 4-Z 4- ( 1 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 0 — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X X 3 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
l l/<7 S\(?5> (c .V Mib-fe^li iiiiM®h Steto®ll 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
h % 
Impact Assessments sQuantitative Link no. 14A 
Ecological Resources Length: 3.6 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
A L L W I L D L I F E 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE oStS m.i mo IM-b 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 52.1 50.7 50,5 !).(, 16,7.7 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION S3.7 223 177 .6 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +J0,S +323 ^33,0 H.i 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +2,1 H<> H r j rOfj 
S P E C I E S O F C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 90s.5 SJfB lt>4i°t $91$ 3Z7I-7 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 3°I.O 30-4 403 IO.4 JZO.( 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION C1X tl.b £1 O lb.1 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
4-
24 Z 
+ 
32 z + 05". ^  
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE Ho Yo H z 
T 
on 
7 
9 
H A R V E S T E D S P E C I E S 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE f 7T-3 lion 412.1 cusu / i v o . i 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION VI / Lt> l l . c , 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 44. G 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
4- +-£1.1 r.z Hg.I 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE f 4 .3 * 3 . 8 % 
7 
JifMxdta Sdtodl Li ^lUTyauc? rainistFPossucQirD a ®€U 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes A 1 
Impact Assessments --Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 14A 
Length: 3.8 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 111 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY 
—OBLIQUELY I I 
PARALLELED 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I Z 
BELOW CENTERLINE I I 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
If f nfe^P iiihMin) Sdtod l ILi fes llirainisinniossiwii - |i -JlH (Piropdi 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 
1 
Link 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably slight. The most important miles on this link for potential 
rare plant habitat are probably 2, 3, and 6. Alteration of the 
adjacent plant communities might Be greatest in miles 2, 5, and 6. 
Of special concern is are ledges near miles 1-2 and 5-6. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern," and on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of 
all these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative 
maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now 
limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The potential for 
increased disturbance is probably negligible, while the effect of any 
disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be 
severe. The most important miles in terms of impact on wildlife 
through habitat change and disturbance are 3, 4, and 6. 
Aquatic Resources: The streams and wetlands could be moderately to 
highly impacted by the right of way due to sediment and herbicide 
runoff from the steep slopes. The Kennebago River is a high-quality 
trout stream crossed in Mile 2.2 which could be highly impacted by 
sediment and herbicide runoff, especially during the fall spawning 
season. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection 
of aquatic ecosystems should be followed, with no construction 
activities allowed during the fall spawning season. Mitigation of 
all the significant terrestrial impacts named above should follow 
the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this report. 
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Impact Assessments .-Qualitative Link no. 14 
Ecological Resources Length: 6.1 mi 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT I I i i l T 2. 7 . 8 1 . 2 9 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 Y - 3 3 3 2..<o2. 
LAKE IMPACT O O 
WETLAND IMPACT ¥ H- 2 2 . 3 0 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN I +/ - 1 J-1 h i + 1 / 8 *• 3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES 4\ 1 1 4- I 4-1 4-2 t 2 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES +- I + ^ + l 4~ 1 4- Z - 1 / 8 + 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT o — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT o -
b o t A n i c a i 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X X X 3 -
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
impact Assessments .'Quantitative Link no. 14 
Ecological Resources Length: 5.9 mi. 
WILDL IFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 i 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 1523.0 113.0 1722.1 1425.1 loffl lW-3 1 107.1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION li.3 
n ,3 
4U 
C8.7 
z.i 1M 57,b 41Z U 7. Z -
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 13,5 IU M.o Sifi 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +/L0 +25,1 H,1 h i t *IU 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE fo.% f'3.0 <6,3 +0.5 + i i Z 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE WZO.I 7&.1 143V lot] J mi.3 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 10.1 35.3, A.I S-.B S/.Cf 41.1 143.0 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION fl.Z IO.Z IZ.1 h i . 4 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE h U l fS.iT - t .o 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE H.o 
4-
0-1 
# -
o. 6 -05 + 0 , 7 % 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 7413 Itfl 4m 4J5.C 
— 
1.1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION f.o ISA 41 f.o Z2.3 14.1, 7 3 . 4 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION /jr. 2 l.z 9.7 41.0 3 l.l lie.J 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE Vz f 3.7 <Z*.7 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE Vg 4-4.1 V + 1.1% 
Scdtod La tes I w i i s m o s s u o t - E L,S„ IProiisdi; 1 of 1 Environmental Assess mei nt of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments sQuantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 14 
Length: 6.1 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 |10 111 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR I 1 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY 
—OBLIQUELY I I I I 
PARALLELED 
LAKES i rion e 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I ! 
BELOW CENTERLINE I i 
ABOVE CENTERLINE I ( 
Stel^y/iuiin^in) Sdtod l ILafes liirainismosaim -
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 1 
Link 12A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably moderate. Alteration of the adjacent plant communities 
might be greatest in miles 1-6, 10, and 12. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern," and on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of 
all these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative 
maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now 
limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The potential for 
increased disturbance is probably negligible, while the effect of any 
disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be high. 
The most important miles in terms of impact on wildlife through 
habitat change and disturbance are 1, 2, 3, 6, and 9. Of special 
concern is the heron rookery on Parmachenee Lake. 
Aquatic Resources: The first mile of the right of way crosses a high 
quality wetland and closely parallels the Cupsuptic River, a high 
quality trout stream. Both the wetland and the stream could be 
severely impacted by disturbance or removal of the streamside and 
wetland vegetation, and by sediment and herbicide runoff. Miles 6-8 
of the right of way closely parallel the Magalloway River, a high 
quality trout stream, and its tributaries. The streams and their 
bordering wetlands could be severely impacted by sediment and herbi-
cide runoff. Trestle Brook is closely paralleled by the right of way 
in Miles 12-14 and could be severely impacted by the disturbance of 
streamside vegetation, and sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection 
of aquatic ecosystems should be followed, with no activities which 
cause sediment runoff allowed during the fall brook trout spawning 
season. The alignment of the right of way in Mile 1 should be 
altered so that it does not intersect the wetland and does not 
closely parallel the stream. Mitigation of all the significant 
terrestrial impacts named above should follow the guidelines of 
Section 6.0 of this report. 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no, 15 
Ecological Resources Length: 15.8mi 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT % I Z 1 z 3 3 3 z z I 2 . 2- Z 3 2 . 5 " 
A Q U A ! IC 
STREAM IMPACT 5 3 3 3 5" ¥ 3 <4-/ ' • r 3 
2 / 
/.2. 3 3.0* 
LAKE IMPACT 0 a 
WETLAND IMPACT 5 3 + 5" 21 1.3 3 
W I L D L i r t 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN - I - I - 1 4- 2- -1 1 hi f-1 * 3 •b I -h i f i 4-3 hZ 4- Z H-7 + 3 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES +- I 3 4-3 f 3 + 3 1 f-Z h \ 
* • ( 
\ hi 4-Z z 6 3 + f 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES +- I + i +• 1 4-1 f i f l hZ 4- { f i M I 4-7 + 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT C — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 0 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
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Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes i 
Impact Assessments rQuantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 15 
Length: 15.3 mi 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
A L L W I L D L I F E 
m i EXISTING HABITAT VALUE )\ll.o loSS-l 
St-l 
11/5,1 m>y 1020.0 iloU m v sat noil 17(.1 ion 7 m5 )0%0 261.4 
— 
noiH.i 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION m 7o.i 57.1 50$ HU 1.1 113 37;t 52.1 HI,3 i n 17.5 13.0 7CZ, 1 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 5 U 76,3 St.1 12.0 tin 
HH.% 
1.7A 
fIU 
70,0 n.s n,1 61.3 17.7' 745 iM If, 3 H3ZM 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE hto +I7.1 Ht MI Hi,7 iS.i HA H3 + -3H7 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE M Hi HA H i HA +1.1 Hi +0.5 H<o +2,1 H.l H.\ H.i + Z . H o 
S P E C I E S O F C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE is/g.3 lUl.l II 01.5 13/0-2 1399s IZil.l M.7 i on. ^ 577.9 1%0 free 744.0 534.4 1,754 M s \ A l A l . Q 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION <2.8 14-4 /'•I 51.1 4 l.o 28.*? 4-Z 3 IS 30.0 41-1 341 30.4 30.9 5 S 1 4 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 44.3 U.o U.A 74.0 UA 5b.2, fZ.8 10 0 ioZ-Z 41.1 SG. Z (3-5 (rile 14.0 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE H i "0.8 Hip 377 •h Z.l Hz V l Hi H.5 H.3 HA 
4-
C. 7 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 1 ~o.\ H o H i "0.3 Hs H°i +0.(, h 1.8 I H z 
4-
u Hi 
z o y o 
H A R V E S T E D SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 4?4o 313.0 leiz m s ITj.S 
Z/.& 
046.0 
zo.o 
7454 
4 
4131 513.1 W-4 473.1* 
£.0 
120.3 7977.1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION M.3 24.1 7).Z zi.e 15. Z 19.1 Z}.(, 173 zt-4 Z<->1 s.e 
- — HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 3 1.5 4<b.y 41-3 rz.i 144 37.G 1-1 44.3 315 41.1 4o.o 45.4 43°) to. 4 £ 0 8 n 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE H z Z55 H s 
+ 
zz e H i rZ03 
•h 
Zo.l H.4 l e s 31.1 V +-313.-7 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE Hi 
f-
r. 7 H.s Ho Hi HA Hz H.7 n5 H'S 4- 3 
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Impact Assessments .-Quantitative Link no. 15 
Ecological Resources Length: 15.8 mi. 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 1 4 5 6 7 1 8 9 10|11 12 13 14 15 161.17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY J I I I I i i I 2 ! I 0 
—OBLIQUELY I I 
PARALLELED i i i i- 3 
LAKES e 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 111. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE i 1 1 I l 4 
BELOW CENTERLINE I ! 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
S d t o d l L d h m 'ilrai^ siriniiis i^tein) - li LILS, 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Piropdi; 1 of 1 
Link 12A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably slight. The most important miles on this link for potential 
rare plant habitat are probably 11 and 12. Alteration of the adjacent 
plant communities might be greatest in miles 2, 11, 12, and 13. Of 
special concern is are ledges along miles 10-12. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be slightly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern" , and on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of 
all these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative 
maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now 
limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The potential for 
increased disturbance is probably negligible, while the effect of any 
disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be high. 
The most important miles in terms of impact on wildlife through 
habitat change and disturbance are 1, 3-7, and 9. The deer wintering 
areas located at miles 4.0-4.8 and 6.8-7.0 will be impacted either 
positively or negatively depending on their exact orientation with 
respect to the right of way at the time of construction. Of special 
concern is an active osprey nest at about mile 5.0. 
Aquatic Resources: The streams and wetlands would be moderately to 
highly impacted by the sediment and herbicide runoff. In Miles 10-11, 
the right of way is in the streambed of a tributary to the Little 
Magalloway River which would be severely impacted by the removal of 
streamside vegetation and sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection of 
aquatic ecosystems should be followed. The alignment of the right of 
way in Miles 10-11 could be altered so that the stream is not closely 
paralleled. Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts 
named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this 
report. 
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Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 16 
Ecological Resources Length: 15.5mi 
i 
M 
U1 
SUMMARY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
SCORE 
/MILE 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 
7 - •2_ Z 3 3 3 z 3 2- 2- 3 S \ 6 2 . 3 / 
AQUATIC 
STREAM IMPACT H- V t 3 / s 3 X 3 3 6 a . 3 i 
LAKE IMPACT 2 2 0 . 2. 
WETLAND IMPACT 
O. 2.<b 
WILDLIFE 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN - I 4-1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 +-[ - 1 4- I 4- I hZ f 2 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES +• ( 4-) - I - I J- I + l 4-1 - 1 M f Z 4- Z 4- 2 . 4- 2 4- 2 31 +-2 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES +• l f- I - I - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 4- I f 2 h i . 4 - 2 . H-l + 3 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT K 2 — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT >< / — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X X 2 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Pidte^l i mmto S^IImdoII \lM\mm'liirain)sifiniiissiicn)ih) •• Ihr^jja^t 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 16 
Length: 14-8 mi 
W I L D L I F E I M P A C T 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15116 17 18 19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 2023, S m\ 1327.1 1105.1 1112.1 WIS )lU-S w 11s 1511.5 7 m //ffi.4 130.1 m c u 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 20.1 IS.1 0.6 1.1 lo.i ll.s 31.2 4.0 25.1 
M7,3 
ns 
71.0 
SIS K.I 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 21.1 35.7 0.2 1,0 is, 3 
V 
11.1 
+11 
+o,3 
Hi. 3 
+11.1 
L.I 
+11 
S3.7 HA 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +73.i +/06 +0-1 
fo.o\ 
m 
+o.1 
+211 +31,5 +3Z,l + Zfl, I 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +aS 0.% *0.7 w hi HI +2.JT +36 4- II ^ I.I 7b 
SPECIES OF CONCERN 
IO&0.4 [lObt, EXISTING HABITAT VALUE Itf/.j 14*2.1 738-0 IZIOS 1417.4 IU6-S I&J.4 054.1 g'M IS Z7g.Q 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 
f 
14.1 15.4 0-4 1-2- izs 13-Z ZJ. 3 2 5" 1X0 zf.l 4X3 31-4 ZdS 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION z\.ci O.to 3.0 lib 7l.°i S~Z 3yl 5U Lo.<b f i t 40.£ 4 4$- (0 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE -3.0 V 0.2 +1.6 -Of7 "0.5 +Z.1 2 |.°f +17S 25T.8 V ? 
i- f /7s". | 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE ~ox +0.1 
4-
O.Z ~o.\ ~c>.\ +o-& +O.Z 
+ 
Z.b V 
f-
z.o +41 +<c-0 I I 1'1 / 0 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
1*12 EXISTING HABITAT VALUE /397S sies %z.4 fan V5-2 V4.I 'ins M. 7 4J4.' Si&.b 35-74 IO °IOI, 1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 7.1 /O.h 0-1 i. 2 33 4! \z.3 zz 13.7 23. i zz-3 24.<7 HA 161.4 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION if.b tf.i 0.4 1 B.Z S-& LZ .7 3.1 Zf-4 43.3 0 42.Z. 34. b 3/3,7 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +84 ^o.z +4.4 +4.1 ¥M V f//.l fa 4 no 
•h 
z I.I ^7.3 A-l 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +1.4 +0.°, +OA 
4-
0-1 ^.5 + IA +0-2 V s +43 " 3 . 3 U.I f L 3 ? ' a 
(Q^ ID),^ 
0^)11 ll (Dfelks^/liJ«®lloi) Sdtodl Lates Ifeinisoinfistloini -
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
sit 1 of 1 
Impact Assessments Quant i ta t ive 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 1 6 
Length: 15.5 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 I 6 7 8 9 |10 111 12 13 14 15| 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I I I I I I 7 
—OBLIQUELY I I z 
PARALLELED ! I 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE I i ! 2 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I I 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
11' |i 
" l^ulLoXi IP Pfcfc^l l lln)€©llln) Sdtod l ILi fes llirainlSlnnlllSSiiCMn) 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 1 
Link 12A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably moderate. Alteration of the adjacent plant communities 
might be greatest in miles 5, 6, 7, and 8. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species, 
and on the habitat of most "species of concern" will be very highly 
positive. Impacts on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be highly positive. The magnitude and direction of all 
these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative 
maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now 
limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The potential for 
increased disturbance and the probable effect of any disturbance on 
sensitive wildlife in this link are moderate. 
Aquatic Resources: Impacts on the four streams and four wetlands 
could be moderate to high. 
Mitigation: Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial and aquatic 
impacts named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this 
report. 
4-178 
Impact Assessments .-Qualitative Link no. 17 
Ecological Resources Length: 7.4mi. 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 3 V H H - 1 2- 2.2.2. 3.00 
a q u a t i c 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 3 ¥ 13 1. 7<b 
LAKE IMPACT O O 
WETLAND IMPACT 3 3/ /3 13 1 .7 b 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN hZ + I f l 4-Z +-3 M 37 + S" HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES J-1 •hZ 4-Z 4- z 4-Z. + 2. 37 + 5 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES f- ( 4- { t f z J-1 f t i-Z. 30 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 0 — 
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 0 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
IDiteltety/ll iiii«in) li a l t e lliiaifii^ iiiniii^ i^pihi -1: i,IL<::;„ I i^^ iba^ j r i 
of Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 1 
Impact Assessments sQuantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 17 
Length: 74 mi. 
W I L D L I F E I M P A C T 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
A L L W I L D L I F E 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE mA m.j wn W.O 1051,5 1U.5 K%,0 337 8 11,81.1 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 57,i 51,5 51 A 541 61,1 116 50.1 IU 311.0 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 11.5 13.1 15,C. 
+ll6 
m 
« 
11.4 m 
+334 
3f.t 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +ziA f//<7 Hi,I 
+2.1 
+11,0 
— 
+ Z°C,-I 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +1.0 ' i s +3.0 +3.1 U.l 
S P E C I E S O F C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE Ul.l mis {•12.1 517-5 535.1 52 0} 112-0 ^/Z-D 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION H-4 24-i 33°? i f $ 11.1 2<U M 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 1,0-0 5-5.z (,4 M 1,1.(0 Zil, 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +ZU 
4- & 4-Z 01 Hl.5 -h L7.\ 
f 
34.0 * 7/6.3 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE -h z. z. +4.1 V B 
4-
5-. 1 -h V f 4 4 - 4 Z 
H A R V E S T E D SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 5U.\ $144 45z& 4si.o 4t 7.6. 4061 4?rs m 
— 
305S. 7 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION Z4.0 Zl-6 zsn Z5.1 ZX.(, 2Z.J 24.7 3 IS i t 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION H.1 HI 49.1 40.0 45.1 JZS'.O 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE Z0.1 Wo Hi-5 
f-
LO.U +0-C, T ? 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE "5 3 ' Z . o \ l 4 
IDfc II j taofa Sdtodl li jiteslirairosinnifesfofn) -1: iiL§„ [Propc -/it 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 1 
Impact Assessments .-Quantitative Link no. 17 
Ecological Resources Length: 7.4 mi. 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 111 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I I 3 
—OBLIQUELY i i I 
PARALLELED 
LAKES . y i om <?. 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE ! Z \ i A 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
Pibte^lLiilhl^dlln] S©to@ll ILafes' IJirainlSlnnlOssOOfn]" E1LS. 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
h r p p d i ; 1 of 1 
Link 12A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably high. Alteration of the adjacent plant communities might be 
greatest in miles 1, 2, and 4-8. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
and on the habitat of most "species of concern" will be very highly 
positive. Impacts on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be highly positive. The magnitude and direction of all 
these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative 
maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now 
limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The potential for 
increased disturbance is probably slight, while the effect of any 
disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be high. 
The most important mile in terms of impact on wildlife through habitat 
change and disturbance is 6. 
Aquatic Resources: The streams and wetlands could be moderately 
impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. In Miles 4-5, a tributary 
of Cedar Stream is closely paralleled for one mile and could be severely 
impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. The Diamond Ponds are 
one-quarter mile from the right of way in Mile 9 and could be highly 
impacted by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection of 
aquatic ecosystems should be followed. Mitigation of all the signi-
ficant terrestrial impacts named above should follow the guidelines 
of Section 6.0 of this report. 
4-182 
Impact Assessments:Qualitative Link no. 1 7 A 
Ecological Resources L e n g t h : 9.1 m i 
SUMMARY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL SCORE /MILE 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT t t z Z 3 3 3 H 3 2.V-. 3 z.^-f 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 % £ 2 3 H- 3 3Z 3. S2. 
LAKE IMPACT H- 8 0.88 
WETLAND IMPACT o o 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN M + Z f 3 4-4 • M 4-Z 4-4 +-Z 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES 4-Z 4-2. YT- t- 3 + 3 4-Z f "2-
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES 4-Z. 4-Z 4-2 4-Z Z- 4-Z 4-Z 4- ( ' " I 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 0 -
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 -
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT o — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
IDiidtety/P iiinrain) Sdtooll ILafeis llirainismiissibih)- l!%o)jb(di; 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
npact Assessments Quantitative i r -
Ecological Resources 
no. 17A 
Length: 9,1 mi. 
W I L D L I F E I M P A C T 1 2 I 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 j 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18|19|20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING IIABITAT VALUE fllS HSA6 WU 115,\ ttcA sstt 125* 757.? 1127,1 It 83 8W-4-6 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION W.O m 53.? 11.1 17,5 50.1 SU 53,3 Cf,1 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 82.0 n ? 13.1 %5.\ 85.3' 7SS 111 JO.I n o 8.5 774.3 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE "no +m +35.1 +3U +133 +30,} +3C.2 +17,1 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +4,0 +1,5 +5.1 +33 +3A +JM rzA 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 4&>\ 514.3 4715 1)0.1 5343 761. i i l l 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION ic.\ J2.e n . i •47.0 jd .4 30.3 3 7 6 3.7 30&-L 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION U.4 44.0 63. z £4.7- (.4.4 51.z 1*8.0 P-l LA 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
+ 
Jo. A 
4-
33.1 
4 
n.z 
4 
U.-L 5 7 . 7 * ~Z- lb ! 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE +8.A \ o 
f t 3 +7.9 i . l 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING IIABITAT VALUE ^.L 44 I.I 426- z 446.5 4st> 40&. 2 464.5 5ZB.2 ! 41A 
— 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION zs.-z 24 & Z5S zr.c, Z\.o ZI.Z Z5.5 l b 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 47.3 45-1 4 4Z.z 44.ZJ 48-4 m 4 lb. 7 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +ZI J IOA Zo.'t %-z W j 
4-
ll.Z 
t +-
7Z.C +21.4 -+I1I') 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE %1 %(. "4.5 %5 *sn 4-1 %Z. +4.1 
I i V; O vW/ZILliinrolin] 
mvsronmen" 
t o 
of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 1 
I m j j c i u i Msst?5srnerus:uuani i ta t ive l i r k no. i / a 
Ecological Resources Length: 9.1 mi. 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 |10 111 12 13| 14| 15| 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I z I I ! I i 
—OBLIQUELY I i i 
PARALLELED I I Z 
LAKES 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED I I 2. 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS H 0 1 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
iimx i^m Sdtod l I! a:fes' llraini^ inrissiiorfi) - l- LILS, 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Ptopdi: 1 of 1 
Link 12A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably slight. Alteration of the adjacent plant communities 
might be greatest i-n miles 1, 2, and 3. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be highly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species of 
concern" and on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a whole, 
will be moderately positive. The magnitude and direction of all these 
impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative maintenance 
procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now limiting the 
wildlife populations in this link. The potential for increased disturbance 
and the probable effect of any disturbance on sensitive wildlife in 
this link are moderate. The most important miles in terms of impact 
on wildlife through habitat change and disturbance are 11, 12, and 13. 
Aquatic Resources: The streams and wetlands could be moderately to 
highly impacted from herbicide and sediment runoff, especially from 
access road construction on the relatively steep slopes. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection of 
aquatic ecosystems should be followed with special consideration given 
to sediment runoff control. Mitigation of all the significant terres-
trial impacts named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 
of this report. 
4-186 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 17B 
Ecological Resources Length: 14.6 mi 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT H Ll V 3 3 3 3 2 1 1 2 2 42..Q 2. . 9 3 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 / 3 3 3 / 3 H 2. H- 32. 2. J9 
LAKE IMPACT o o 
WETLAND IMPACT ¥ 4- 3 3 3 Y 33 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN •M +-3 4- \ 4-Z 4 I 4- Z_ +1 •4- \ 4-I 4- 1 + l 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES 4-Z 4-Z. •M + 1 f I t-z f H f ! •w H / 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES i-Z 4--Z + - Z - 4- I +• 1 •h! 4- \ +-I H - 1 - ] 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 0 -
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 0 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Impact Assessments .-Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 17B 
Length: 13.3 mi, 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17118 19 20 Totals 
ALL WILDLIFE 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 8? is f i l l i m 1155.1 /O043 MU Wo-i 'IJ/.8 im.i n-zn Ijtx-l /232.1 5-4 fa 14 £13.4' 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 45.4 / r s 34 A 2CZ- 4 s, I* 3Z.0 2/4 16.b //.I \4.1 13.3 3 7 3 . 6 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 84.1 
h A 
41} 70.O 5?. 7 
^ 
no /*.(•. 21.1 641.8 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
;VALUE 3 7.1 ^  rz4.4 /0.O +8.<o f 2 (,e.o 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE ^ A \\ H.i ^ YZA V /.fe ^ -h o.l + I, 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE MA f&A 435. 2 8V.o Cblb 7fS ( (75.1 0/2. fc ll?4.1 loziZ.^ . 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 71A la.e 24.7 8.5 10. & HA 
isn 
u .3 A. (c /I.9 11,3 un 7.2 7.8 Zib.^l 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 618 fZ.2 t n 47.1 5?.6 38.3 14.5 iz.z >5x it.:f 4 - d i f 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE Si A J?.l 
+ 
n.z 
+• 
?(• 3 
+ 
?o. 6 V ? /7.6 rLO f Z£<r. / 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 
A 
4.0 V 
^ 
AO 
+ 
3 . 6 ^ V . L> % 
HARVESTED SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 487.3 432.6 <7.Tfc 540.4 Fft.4 f/o.l ins izi. I 7 0. ?<?. 8 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 15.0 20.1 Z7.f 8.4 !8.<d 14.1 141 11,6 14.0 4.8 6.1 (>X n i . - z 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION A 37, z 45.4 '4,4 ZlS ISA 57,6 Z1.3 ZI.Z. 9.7 11,9 34S-J 
NET CflANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
i . 20.4 I n 17A r 7 , [ +14,1 r?.t '4,1 ! SI.0] 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE \ b U t l Y i 'i-3 -r z.O 
f-
6,(o 
-r 
1-1.°/ 
© i d ) o^Vrj 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 1 
Impact Assessments :Quantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 17 B 
Length: 14.6 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 111 12 13| 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 1 1 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I ! I Z 1 (o 
—OBLIQUELY l I i i 3 
PARALLELED 
LAKES nom e 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 III. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED• 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE I Z I I i ! 
BELOW CENTERLINE 1 1 ! 3 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
lotdk^y/ll. ill[«dlln) Sdtooll ILafeS' lll^ llnlSlnTissiiOn)»|! 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
Link 12A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably negligible. Alteration of the adjacent plant communities 
might be greatest in mile 1. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species, 
on the habitat of most "species of concern," and on the habitat of all 
wildlife species, taken as a whole, will be negligible. The magnitude 
and direction of all these impacts on habitat will strongly depend on 
the vegetative maintenance procedures used, and the specific ecological 
factors now limiting the wildlife populations in this link. The 
potential for increased disturbance, and the probable effect of any 
disturbance on sensitive wildlife in this link are moderate. 
The most important miles in terms of impact on wildlife through 
habitat change and disturbance are 3, 4, and 5. 
Aquatic Resources: The first four miles of right of way parallels 
the East Branch of Hix Brook within one-quarter mile, which would highly 
impact the stream by sediment and herbicide runoff. 
Mitigation: The standard mitigation procedures for the protection 
of aquatic ecosystems should be followed. Mitigation of all the sig-
nificant terrestrial impacts named above should follow the guidelines 
of Section 6.0 of this report. 
4-190 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 18 
Ecological Resources Length: 5.2 mi. 
i M O M 
S U M M A R Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL 
S C O R E 
/ M I L E 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 3 3 3 3 /S-.6 3. O O 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 2 / / z H- 3 3 / Y 3 . 2 . - 7 
LAKE IMPACT o O 
WETLAND IMPACT o O 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN 4- I - I -1 s + 1 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES •f \ - i -1 - l 5" + 1 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES 4- I - 1 - i -1 S + / 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 0 -
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 -
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT 0 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Impact Assessments :Quarititative Link no. 18 
Ecological Resources Length: 5.0 mi 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
A L L W I L D L I F E 
— 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE mi SIU W S I1U0 &7.S 7 2 U X 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 10.1 <u 21 
3.1 
"Hi 
0.1 Hi 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 2U 0,% 1.3 
Hx 
— — — — 
2 U 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE +10,1 + )iH 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE H.% Hoi +0,1 +0.01 + o.l % 
S P E C I E S O F C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE %iA llfo-i II4S.0 01?. z H53.6 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION ^ on z.z O . f 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION tsn o-l, z.c, l.o 2 0 A 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE %.o ~0.1 Hq + /OH 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE H.o +0.1 y ' o 
H A R V E S T E D SPECIES 
— 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE ?/t3 7U.1 778.1 
— HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION LI o-l o.°t 0.4 7.7 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION M OA 1 6 0-7 M . 3 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE Hz +0.Z Hi + 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE Hi HA *0-\ o . z y r r, 
E , [Gfete^/li JinKg©h Sdnxwll ILates iJirairnsfnniiissy^ in) 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
p)i s^ rii; I of 
I 
Impact Assessments sQuantitative 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. 18 
Length: 5.2 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7. 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
STREAMS 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY X i 3 
—OBLIQUELY I i / — ^ 2. 
PARALLELED 
LAKES n en-? e 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 111. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS /lam -e 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
Pitelkp^/li mmto Sdhi@@ll 11 a l te i l^irainisinroossim) •• FJ, S, IPropdi 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
1 
of 1 
Link 12A 
Vegetation: The adverse impact on potential rare plant habitat is 
probably slight. The most important mile on this link for potential 
rare plant habitat is probably 6. Also, alteration of the adjacent 
plant communities might be greatest in mile 6. 
Wildlife: Impacts on the preferred habitat of most harvested species 
will be slightly positive. Impacts on the habitat of most "species 
of concern" and on the habitat of all wildlife species, taken as a 
whole, will be negligible. The magnitude and direction of all these 
impacts on habitat will strongly depend on the vegetative maintenance 
procedures used, and the specific ecological factors now limiting the 
wildlife populations in this link. The potential for increased 
disturbance is probably slight, while the effect of any disturbance 
on sensitive wildlife in this link will probably be moderate. The 
most important miles in terms of impact on wildlife through habitat 
change and disturbance are 1 and 2. 
Aquatic Resources: The right of way intersects wetlands in Miles 2, 3 
and 5 and could impact them lightly. 
Mitigation: Mitigation of all the significant terrestrial impacts 
named above should follow the guidelines of Section 6.0 of this 
report. 
4-194 
Impact Assessments :Qual i ta t ive Link no. 18A 
Ecological Resources L e n g t h : 6 .0mi . 
SUMMARY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 0 TOTAL SCORE /MILE 
DISTURBANCE IMPACT 3 3 t i /6.0 2.. fe7 
A Q U A T I C 
STREAM IMPACT 3 3 3 H- ( 3 2. .IV 
LAKE IMPACT O o 
WETLAND IMPACT 
H- H- + /.2. 2. o o 
W I L D L I F E 
HABITAT CHANGE,SPECIES 
OF SPECIAL CONCERN - l -1 h\ M 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
GAME SPECIES - I - 1 f I f-z 
HABITAT CHANGE, 
ALL SPECIES - \ - I ^ I •l-Z. 
DEER WINTERING 
AREA IMPACT 0 -
RARE FISH/ 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 0 — 
B O T A N I C A L 
RARE FEATURE IMPACT X 1 — 
KEY: 
LOW 1-2-3-4-5 HIGH 
Impact Assessments Quant i ta t ive 
Ecological Resources 
Link no. I8A 
Length: 5.7 mi. 
WILDLIFE IMPACT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13114 15 16 17 18 19 20 Totals 
A L L W I L D L I F E 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE l35),o m i mi w t isa 3 5313 7 S i o . S 
HABITAT VALUE L O S T DUE 
TO ALTERATION U oA 
— 
i n 21.1 5HH 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION 1.1 0,1 $2,1 55,2 
— — — 
V . 7 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE Hs +0,4 
— 
Hn 
+-25.5 
HI 
— 
+ 37.H 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE Hi Hoi 0,5 °f0 
SPECIES OF C O N C E R N 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE I U 4 4 I I Z I Z llti. 8 I F S - . L 57^5-.-) 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION o-8 o.z 1 3 . 7 U-Z 30.«/ 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION t.z. O.l* 41.7 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE 
•h 
0.4 H.V 25,$ 3 8 . 3 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 
-h 
o.\ 0. f U 4 C . 7 Z 
H A R V E S T E D SPECIES 
EXISTING HABITAT VALUE 730.3 I S L . - T - 007.6 z&ll ^ O 6 
HABITAT VALUE LOST DUE 
TO ALTERATION 0 3 0 . 2 / T O . O 
— 
2 4 6 
HABITAT VALUE GAINED 
DUE TO ALTERATION u <M N . A 
NET CHANGE IN HABITAT 
VALUE H.® H.i z z . f 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN 
HABITAT VALUE 
-H 
0 . 1 
•H 
O . ( Hz f -7 + 
EASu [Pi/^jed^ 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
i 
of I 
Impact Assessments Quant i ta t ive 
Ecological Resources 
Link no, 18A 
Length: 6.0 mi 
AQUATIC RESOURCES 1 2 | 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 |10 1111121131 14 15 16 17 18 19|20 To ta l s 
STREAMS 
i 
IN ROUTE CORRIDOR 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE 
—PERPENDICULARLY I I I ( 4 
—OBLIQUELY 
PARALLELED 
LAKES Venn e 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
<1/4 MI. AWAY 
<25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
£1/4 til. AWAY 
<2 5% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
>25% SHORELINE IMPACTED 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
WETLANDS 
CROSSED BY CENTERLINE J i i I 3 
BELOW CENTERLINE 
ABOVE CENTERLINE 
lilcefef/li-iiihK(®llin) Sdn)@©ll ILafes Ifeinisinrissita - I'lilnSn IPir®j|(s)(f 
Environmental Assessment of Alternative Routes 
-"it; 
